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Abstract 
People often use language not only for communication but also for enacting various 
identities to reveal diverse background information about themselves such as their 
geographical origin or their gender. To this end, tribe, gender, region or a country-specific 
dialect, accent, sociolect, vocabulary or phrases are used to construct various identities not 
only in face-to-face communication but also in online communication. Thus, this study aimed 
to investigate the strategies used by Saudi Arabian young adults to construct their different 
socio-cultural identities in online communication on a social website. It also aimed to study 
the strategies used by Saudi Arabian young adults to be polite/impolite in their online 
communication. The study also examined in what sense the online identity construction and 
politeness strategies used by the Saudi Arabian youths were similar and, at the same time, 
different, inter-regionally as well as cross-culturally. 
To this end, 158 Saudi Arabian young adults (88 males and 70 females, aged 18–30 
years, from different regions in Saudi Arabia) were selected as participants in the study. This 
age group was chosen as the focus of investigation as young people are more commonly 
involved in online interactions and communications. They took part in the study by 
registering on a social networking website (www.ksayouth.net) and then posting and 
commenting on one another‘s posts online.  
Employing a sequential explanatory design (quantitative study followed by qualitative 
study), the study found that Saudi Arabian youths used linguistic strategies such as region-
specific words and phrases to construct regional identity, using last name as tribe name to 
construct tribal identity, and using religious words and expressions to construct religious 
identity. They constructed gender identities through linguistic strategies such as using real 
names (in the case of males) and using nicknames (in the case of females) due to Saudi 
Arabian cultural norms. They also used nonlinguistic strategies such as posting region- 
 vi 
specific images, images of region-specific forts/castles, and images of region-specific food 
dishes. 
The study also found that the Saudi Arabian youths mostly used positive politeness 
strategies, including seeking agreement, giving (or asking for) reasons and presupposing 
/raising /asserting common ground. Negative politeness was the second most used politeness 
strategy employed by the participants.  The youths used some new Saudi Arabian culture 
specific politeness and impoliteness strategies which were not described in previous literature 
(Brown & Levinson, 1978, 1987; Culpeper, 1996). These new strategies of politeness 
included: kinship non-familiar; thanking God; invocation to God; using honorific titles; 
courtliness; describing the other using clever and strong animal terms; comforting someone 
with prayers; supplicating to God; appreciation; and swearing by God. They also used some 
new strategies of impoliteness such as: invoking God‘s curse, describing the other using 
derogatory animal terms; using honorific titles to insult; and using religiously and socially 
derogatory terms. These findings imply and reflect various nuances of Saudi Arabian youths 
as well as the Saudi society and culture in general and as such represent new contributions 
offered by this study. 
The study also found that Saudi Arabian youths are more polite in their face-to-face 
communications than they are in their online communications. It was also found that Saudi 
Arabian youths, both males and females, who used nicknames were impolite in their social 
media communications. This finding may be attributed to the participants hiding behind their 
keyboards and not interacting with their interlocutors face to face. This study is the first of its 
kind in this area, and provides practical methods to partially identify online communicators 
and is a sound basis from which further research can take place. 
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Chapter 1: Introduction 
1.1 Background 
Human life cannot be separated from communication, and language is one of the 
effective ways to communicate that has been used for millennia. Language is also used by people 
for enacting multiple activities and identities (Gee, 2014). By using language, people perform 
various activities such as requesting, commanding and questioning. They also use their language 
to enact their identity. Using language, people show who they are (religious identity, ethnic 
identity, gender identity, wealth and education) and where they are from (accent, dialect) to show 
the geographic origin of the person. Thus, when an individual greets someone, using a specific 
phrase or accent, s/he is telling others about her/his identity. For example, in Saudi Arabia the 
greeting ‗Assalamualeikum‘ [peace be upon you] is used to show religious identity; voice and 
tone is used to show gender; and accent is used to show the geographic origin of the person or 
regional identity. This identity construction does not happen only in the real world, it also 
happens in virtual worlds. People always take their identity with them and use language to 
construct and enact that identity while travelling as well as while moving to different locations. 
In our contemporary world, a vast portion of communication takes place online (Olson, 2013). In 
current times, online chat rooms and discussion groups have grown exponentially in popularity 
and significance, becoming enriched in depth and range. Thus, the analysis of these 
environments has increasingly become instrumental in literature and practice. People use 
language to construct their identity in online communication as well. Being a part of the society, 





Politeness is seen as ‗socio-culturally appropriate behaviour‘ (Mills, 2003) or ‗a matter of 
abiding by the expectations of society‘ (Yu, 2003). In other words, being polite is to follow the 
rules, norms and expectations of society. Being polite or impolite is also a part of the identity 
construction process. By being polite or impolite, a person tries to construct her/his typical socio-
culturally positive/negative identity which is appreciated/discouraged by her/his speech 
community. Thus, politeness or impoliteness is a part of one‘s identity which people construct 
through their communication. These strategies of being polite/impolite and constructing 
identities happen in all cultures and societies. However, the way the identities are constructed 
and the way people try to be polite/impolite can differ from culture to culture and society to 
society. According to Locher, Bolander and Höhn (2015) ‗natural language is full of variation in 
need of explanation‘ (p. 2). For example, there are phonological features (e.g. accents, tone, 
rhythm and intonation), vocabulary and syntax that might index social and/or regional belonging 
and there are also different ways of expressing oneself depending on who addresses whom in 
what context and for what purpose (Hymes, 1974). Therefore, scholars (Bucholtz & Hall, 2005; 
De Fina, 2010; Hariri,2017; Locher, 2008; Mendoza-Denton, 2002; Nureddeen, 2008; Spencer-
Oatey, 2007 and Thurlow & Mroczek, 2011) have attempted to explore this phenomenon of how 
people from diverse cultures construct identities, communicate and how different activities are 
done differently in different communities and societies and within different spaces such as real-
world/virtual world. 
Politeness can be studied as a socio-psychological notion due its socio-cultural nature. 
That is, making your speech socio-culturally appropriate in order to show one‘s well-mannered, 
civilised personality. Or it can be studied as a theoretical, linguistic notion in a sociolinguistic 




both perspectives. That is, responses of participants in online communication are looked at from 
perspectives of socio-cultural appropriateness and are checked to see if a particular response 
from a participant is socio-culturally appropriate/inappropriate in different Saudi Arabian 
communities, regions and tribes. The responses of the participants are also studied in terms of 
(im)politeness as a theoretical, linguistic notion in a sociolinguistic theory of politeness. To this 
end, Brown and Levinson‘s (1987) model has been employed to study the strategies used by the 
participants to be polite/impolite in their online communication. The choice of this model was 
due to its having been widely recognised as the most fully elaborated work on linguistic 
politeness, as it provides ―a systematic description of cross-linguistic politeness phenomena 
which is used to support an explanatory model capable of accounting for any instance of 
politeness‖ (Grundy, 2000, p. 126).  
Thus, the study analyses the identity construction process and strategies in online 
communication on a social website, particularly by Saudi Arabian young adults. It also 
investigates the use of various strategies by these participants in their online communication on a 
social website for being polite/impolite as the phenomenon of politeness exists in online 
communication as well as in real-life communication, based on Brown and Levinson‘s Politeness 
(1978, 1987) and Culpeper‘s Impoliteness (1996) frameworks. 
1.2 Statement of the Problem 
As online communication is gaining significance in everyone‘s life, research on the 
nature of this communication also appears to be gaining momentum. In what terms the online 
communication is similar to and, at the same time, different from the face-to-face, real-life 
communication has been the topic of research interest (Adel, Davoudi, & Ramezanzadeh, 2016; 




further insight into the relationship between human communication and the medium employed. 
The nature and concept of politeness, following the popular models proposed by Leech (1983), 
Grice (1975), and Brown and Levinson (1978, 1987) have been explored by researchers. Leech 
(1983) argued that there is an ―essential asymmetry in polite behaviour, in that whatever is a 
polite belief for the speaker tends to be an impolite belief for the hearer and vice versa‖ (p. 169). 
On the other hand, the model of Brown and Levinson (1978) is primarily dependent on the 
concept of ―face‖ introduced by Goffman (1955). Thus, researchers are interested in exploring 
the nature of politeness and factors governing it in online communication and to see if these are, 
in any way, the same or different from those of real-life/face-to-face communication.  
Observing the nature of the online environment, researchers (Harrison & Barlow, 2009; 
and Luzón, 2013) have questioned whether the online conversers employ the same or different 
politeness strategies from those they use in real-life/face-to-face communication. It is also an 
area of investigation to explore if the online interlocutors try to construct their identities to show 
who they are (e.g. gender, age, and from which specific culture, country, region, tribe, and 
socioeconomic background they come, to mention a very few identities) in the same way they do 
in real-life/face-to-face communication. In the real-life communication, interlocutors are face to 
face and are often known to each other in some way, which may influence their use of politeness 
strategies in the interaction. However, in online communication, people are not face to face and 
often they do not know each other in the same sense that they know each other in real life, which 
may affect and influence their use of politeness strategies. In real-life communication, people try 
to be polite by different linguistic and nonlinguistic means in order to show others their good 
face. It is also important to investigate if the online interlocutors do the same.  Studies by 




often make use of swear words in comparison to their female counterparts. However, Bassiouney 
(2009) and Kharraki (2001) have reported the opposite to those claims for the concept of 
politeness in Arab culture where gender is not a strong governing factor in the employment of 
politeness strategies but rather it is the social status, power, socio-cultural rules, and geographical 
origin of the individual. In this respect, the present study takes this complex nature of politeness 
in Arab culture as the problem for investigation to gain detailed insight into how Saudi Arabian 
young adults view this complex phenomenon of politeness in their interaction in online 
communication on a social website. The study also investigates how these young adults employ 
various politeness (and also impoliteness) strategies, how they construct and show their various 
socio-cultural, political, regional, and tribal identities and how (im)politeness and identity 
construction are interlinked in Saudi Arabian speech communities. 
1.3 Significance of the Study 
This study is significant as it will assist individuals who are interested in cross-cultural 
studies to know how people from different sociocultural backgrounds communicate in virtual 
worlds and how these communications help us to understand the culturally diverse world in 
which we live. The study will also be important for those who are interested in understanding the 
nature of human communication and factors affecting and governing this communication. 
Graham (2007) and Locher and Watts (2005) believe that our understanding on this issue is still 
not sufficient and more clarification is needed. Furthermore, Graham (2007) and Hairetdin 
(2018) found that there have not been many studies on impoliteness, particularly in the context of 
computer-mediated communication. Therefore it is hoped that this research will contribute to the 
studies on all the facets of politeness, especially in CMC. It may be of interest for researchers in 




see and understand how young adults in Arab societies such as Saudi Arabia, that are often 
unexplored, communicate in their real-life and in online communication on a social website 
which may be a relatively more free place for them to express themselves. The study may also 
help researchers in comparing and contrasting ways of communication in each culture and 
factors affecting the communication in each culture. Besides its contribution to intercultural 
communication, the significance of this study derives from the fact that it is the first study to: a) 
focus on Saudi young adults‘ use of politeness strategies in real life and in online communication 
on a social media website in light of Brown and Levinson‘s (1987) model, and b) investigate 
Saudi young adults‘ linguistic behaviour in realising different identities in online communication 
on a social website through their specific linguistic choices.   
An extensive literature review (through searching different research databases such as 
ERIC, DOAJ, Web of Science, Saudi Digital Library, SCOPUS, EBSCO Host and various 
journals on Elsevier, see Table 1) has yielded multiple studies on politeness in other societies 
(more than 1000 research articles and books). Only a few studies (less than 100) such as Al-
Shawali (1997), Enssaif (2005), Al-Qahtani (2009), Tawalbeh and Al-Oqaily (2012), Samarah 
(2015), and Alshamari (2015) were found to investigate different aspects of politeness in Saudi 
Arabia but no study, to this date, has been found on politeness and identity construction in online 
communication in Saudi Arabia.  
Table 1: Databases 
Databases Studies on 
Politeness in 
General 






ERIC 174 76 0 
EBSCO 56 6 0 
DOAJ 237 7 0 
SCOPUS 1726 62 1 
Web of Science 1842 64 0 




Thus, this study attempts to fill this gap in the literature on politeness strategies among 
Saudi Arabian societies in online communication. The study is also expected to test the 
universality of Brown and Levinson‘s (1987) politeness theory in Arab culture, specifically with 
regard to interaction on a social website by Saudi young adults as this has not been tested yet on 
these types of data.  
This study is also significant for various practical reasons. It might assist foreign firms, 
new immigrants or Muslims from Western society and other foreign societies in terms of 
politeness and how to communicate effectively and culturally appropriately with people from 
different regions and backgrounds in Saudi Arabia. The study will be helpful for such people in 
understanding what is acceptable and what is frowned upon in the Kingdom of Saudi Arabia. It 
will help them to understand what is acceptable and unacceptable regarding politeness in each 
specific region, with specific genders, and with people from different socio-cultural and 
economic backgrounds. Moreover it will assist, in the same way, non-Arab firms who wish to 
market their products in Saudi Arabia. Also, foreign students who want to learn how to 
communicate with male/female Saudi students in a polite way, avoiding impolite words, will 
benefit from this study. Similarly, new Muslims visiting Saudi Arabia for performing 
Hajj/Umrah (Religious Pilgrimage to Macca and Madeena by Muslims around the world) can 
benefit from the information provided by the study on how to communicate with the locals.  
Furthermore, this study may also be employed by translators/interpreters during their 
translating work from Arabic language to English. The information provided by this study will 
assist them to harness the politeness strategies used by people of different genders from different 




The study may be helpful for people connected with the media to use Arabic language in 
newspapers, magazines, radio and TV in such a way that when they interview a local Saudi, they 
would know the strategies to use for politeness and against impoliteness. The study will also be 
helpful for social media in determining policies on polite/impolite behaviours in different regions 
of Saudi Arabia as it will provide an opportunity for social media networks such as Facebook to 
understand the linguistic features of Saudi society. This thesis offers a sample single-page guide 
to polite expression online in Saudi Arabia for immigrants, salespeople from overseas firms or 
visitors. Another single-page guide (at a higher level) is offered to translators, and a further 
single-page guide is offered for media personnel (see Appendix J). These artefacts of the study 
















Table  2: The Artefacts of the Study 
No. Possible Beneficiaries  
of the Study 
Nature of the Contribution 
1 Researchers/academics  1) Bridging the gap in literature on the topic of 
politeness and identity construction strategies 
on a social website amongst the youth in Saudi 
Arabia.  
2) Testing of the universality of Brown and 
Levinson‘s (1987) politeness theory to 
interaction on social website by Saudi 
youngsters as this has not been tested yet on 
these types of data. 
2 Foreign firms, new immigrants or 
Muslims from Western society 
and other foreign societies 
Assisting in how to communicate effectively 
and culturally appropriately with people from 
different regions and backgrounds in Saudi 
Arabia. 
3 New Muslims/pilgrims visiting 
Saudi Arabia for performing 
Hajj/Umrah 
Assisting in how to communicate with the 
locals in a culturally appropriate manner.  
4 Translators/interpreters Assisting in familiarising themselves with 
various strategies used by people of different 
tribes, gender, and socio-economic 
backgrounds while communicating so that 
faithful translation is achieved.  
5 Media personnel  Assisting in understanding what is acceptable 
with which people and what is frowned on in 
different tribes and regions in Saudi Arabia so 
as to avoid miscommunication.  
6 Immigrants, salespeople from 
overseas firms or visitors 
 
Guide to polite expressions for effective and 
appropriate communication in different tribes 
and regions in Saudi Arabia. 
  
1.4 Saudi Arabia: A Brief Background to the Country and the Society 
This section provides a brief background to the Kingdom of Saudi Arabia in order to shed 




factors are interrelated and crucial for the topic under investigation. The Kingdom of Saudi 
Arabia (KSA) was founded in 1932 and is located in south western Asia, lying at the crossroads 
of Europe, Asia and Africa, with the Red Sea to its west, and the Arabian Gulf to its east.  
It consists of five geographical regions, namely the east, north, south, west and central 
regions (see Figure 1). The population of the Kingdom is approximately 30.7 million (General 
Authority for Statistics, Kingdom of Saudi Arabia, 2014) and, since its inception in 1932, it has 
had considerable global influence via its administration of the birthplace of Islam and its large 
reserves of oil (Blanchard, 2016). In Saudi Arabia, the citizens are mostly Muslims, with Islam 
playing a key role in the behaviour, norms, attitudes and social practices of the people (Al-
Saggaf, 2012; Almunajjed, 1997). 
Despite the dominance of religion, every Saudi citizen takes on more than a single 
identity in that they identify themselves based on their regional origin (Najd, Hijaz and Asir), 
their religion, and their tribe—the dominating identity at a specific time—is determined largely 
by the present external conditions (Beranek, 2009). 
In Saudi Arabia, gender segregation is a significant cultural aspect and women in Saudi 
Arabia are not permitted to mingle with men who are not related directly to them, particularly 
when they are alone (Al-Bukhari, 1987; Al-Saggaf & Begg, 2004; Almakrami, 2015; World 
Trade Press, 2010). The objective behind the above discussed gender segregation is to steer clear 
and keep away from adultery and to prevent other men from devaluing the honour of the male 
leader in the family (Almunajjed, 1997). Another important cultural aspect in Saudi Arabia is the 
tribal system, where tribes are important to the Saudi people in identifying themselves and the 
structure of their social interactions (Aldraehim, Edwards, Watson & Chan, 2012; Al-Saggaf, 




Moreover, each Saudi tribe is led by a designated leader who is responsible for regulating 
the rules and authority of the tribe on the basis of particular values and norms (Al-Saggaf & 
Begg, 2004) that may be unique to that tribe. According to Almakrami (2015), individuals 
belonging to one Saudi tribe often have strong relationships, have special social occasions and 
gatherings, and they have common concerns and responsibilities. The Saudi tribal culture enables 
the tribal members to live in proximity as descendants of tribes, and they recognise the value of 
sharing and living with immediate family (grandfather, sons, wives and children) (Long, 2005). 
Thus, both conscious and unconscious attempts are made by every member of a tribe to identify 
themselves as a member of a specific tribe through the use of specific vocabulary, dialect or 
clothing. This attempt to construct identity warranted  the investigation conducted through this 
research.  
 






1.5 Aims of the Study  
The aims of this study are articulated through the research questions which examine: 
1. The strategies used by Saudi Arabian young adults to construct their different socio-
cultural identities in online communication on a social website.  
2. The strategies used by Saudi Arabian young adults to be polite/impolite in their online 
communication. 
3. In what sense these online identity construction and politeness strategies are similar and, 
at the same time, different, inter-regionally as well as cross-culturally.  
1.6 Theoretical Framework 
 
While seeking answers to the research questions, mixed method research design was used 
as such design has been successfully used by scholars like Das and Herring (2016), Mills (2003) 
and Culpeper (2011). Riazi & Candlin (2014) have argued that MMR [mixed method research] 
helps researchers to incorporate relative assets of quantitative and qualitative research in a single 
research design. Out of different paradigms informed by the MMR, this study aligned itself with 
pragmatism as it focuses on what works in the research and it also believes in the centrality of 
the research questions. Focusing on theoretical aspects underlying main research questions, 
Brown and Levinson‘s (1978) politeness theory was employed in this study to determine the 
strategies of politeness adopted by the Saudi youth in their social website interactions. The 
choice of Brown and Levinson‘s (1978) model was deliberate as it is considered to be the most 
influential and comprehensive to study the phenomenon of politeness. It has already been 
successfully used theoretically and empirically in many disciplines to study politeness (Atawneh, 




Therefore, this study intended to test Brown and Levinson‘s politeness model (1978, 1987) in 
Saudi Arabian society. 
While studying politeness strategies used by the Saudi Arabian youths, the Cross-Cultural 
Study of Speech Act Realization Patterns (CCSARP) coding manual proposed by Blum-Kulka, 
House and Kasper (1989) was used to code the politeness strategies adopted by the participants 
in their comments and reactions on the social website. Various researchers have assessed 
different languages successfully using this model (Olshtain, 1989). Therefore, this manual was 
adopted with some modifications to accommodate the data of the study. More specifically, 
Blum-Kulka et al.‘s (1989) framework was used to analyse the social media network structure 
through the use of four types of coding: 
1. Subject line  
2. Openers 
3. Body text  
4. Closing remark.  
Added to the politeness strategies proposed by Brown and Levinson (1978/1987), the 
study also considers factors contributing to the politeness perception on the basis of prior 
literature. Studies in literature concerning the analysis of politeness, in the context of CMC, are 
still few and far between as the majority of studies address face-to-face interactions. More 
current studies have discussed (im)politeness theories in the CMC context (e.g. Abdul Halim, 
2015; Adel et al., 2016; Chejnova, 2014; Lorenzo-Dus, Blitvich & Bou-Franch, 2011; Graham, 
2007, 2008; Neurater-Kessels, 2011; Sifianou, 2015). To study impoliteness strategies used by 
the Saudi Arabian youths, Culpeper‘s (1996) framework of impoliteness was utilised. Culpeper‘s 




argues that impoliteness is a complex behaviour which can be easily misunderstood if the listener 
fails to comprehend the speaker‘s intention. The listener may consider the speaker‘s behaviour as 
impolite. Another contention of Culpeper (2011) is that the concept of impoliteness is creative 
whereby impoliteness behaviour is not always restricted to verbal strategies. There can be non-
verbal strategies or behaviours which would be considered impolite, such as the acts of burping, 
farting, or making gestures like raising the middle finger. This wider interpretation of 
impoliteness than Brown and Levinson makes Culpeper‘s model more suitable for this study as it 
intends to investigate both verbal and non-verbal forms of (im) politeness in the online discourse 
of Saudi Arabian youths. Therefore, as Culpeper‘s impoliteness model is much wider and multi-
disciplinary, it was chosen for this research due to this comprehensiveness. The study also aimed 
to examine identity construction strategies used by the Saudi Arabian youths. To this end, the 
approaches of Block (2006), Ochs (1993), and Bucholtz and Hall (2005) to phenomena of 
identity and identity construction were used as a theoretical framework. Content analysis of the 
material taken from the social website posts, comments and replies to comments was conducted 
by using Creswell and Clark‘s (2007) thematic analysis framework.  
1.7 Summary 
This chapter has offered an overview of the aims and objectives of the study. It has also 
provided adequate background to the study, and the research questions of the study have been 
specified. Furthermore, the significance of the study has been summarised and the need for the 
present study elaborated. The next chapter will discuss the extensive literature review that was 








Chapter 2: Literature Review 
2.1 Introduction 
This chapter offers a thorough review of the literature related to the study‘s objectives. 
The significance of conducting this study lies in the fact that, in Saudi society, it is evident that 
computer and internet use is proliferating. Along with this proliferation is the increase in 
computer-mediated communication use. This marks the importance of learning more about 
Arabic language and its use online. More importantly, technological innovations are significantly 
transforming our world in terms of the social, psychological and cultural ways and, as such, the 
literature review conducted in this study investigates the issues with regard to the use of 
politeness strategies online.  
The first part focuses on literature concerning language and identity construction; 
politeness; impoliteness and computer-mediated communication; politeness theories and Brown 
and Levinson‘s (1978, 1987) politeness strategies; and impoliteness and strategies of 
impoliteness presented by Culpeper (1996). The second part focuses on Saudi Arabia and online 
communication on social networks.  
2.2 Language and Identity Construction 
Language is often used by people to reveal their various identities such as place of origin, 
social class background, ethnicity and gender. The term ‗identity‘ according to Goffman (1959) 
refers to the presentation of self. Joseph (2004) believes that language and identity are 
inseparable as language is used by a person to show his/her multiple identities. To put it in other 
words, language of an individual may reveal from which ethnic background she/he comes, for 
example Asian/African, and whether the speaker is male/female. Several studies (Labov, 1966; 




conducted on the way language has been utilised to construct different identities. Their findings 
revealed that identity construction takes place in a social context and social categories such as 
social class, age, sex and ethnicity govern the process of identity construction. Locher et al. 
(2015) elaborate on the same and state that natural language is full of variation in need of 
explanation. That is to say, there are different features of language such as phonological—
accents, tone, rhythm and intonation—as well as vocabulary and syntax which might index 
social and/or regional belonging of an individual. Also, there are multiple ways of expressing 
oneself depending on who addresses whom in what context and for what purpose (Hymes, 1974, 
p. 2). That is why Bucholtz and Hall (2005); Mendoza-Denton (2002); Spencer-Oatey (2007); 
Locher (2008); De Fina (2010); Nureddeen (2008); and Thurlow and Mroczek (2011) have 
attempted to explore this phenomenon of language and identity construction in different worlds 
such real-life communication and virtual communication. In light of such arguments, I believe 
that Saudis also use their different language varieties with distinctive features such as unique 
region-related accent, gender-specific tone, and tribe-specific vocabulary to reveal their multiple 
belongings which, as Locher et al. (2015) argue, need to be explored in detail to be explained.   
Arguing about these functions of language, Gee (2014) elaborated that language is 
employed by people to conduct different activities and to establish different identities. This is 
done in face-to-face interactions in real-world situations as well as in online/virtual 
communication. The advent of the internet has also transformed traditional conditions of the 
development of identity as the corporeal entity is not present in the social encounters in the 
online environment. Thus, individuals can interact with one another in a fully detached text mode 




In the case of Saudis, they abide by their Islamic identity, and their culture, tribes and 
regional places (belonging to particular regions in Saudi Arabia). This identity construction is 
done by using language and various aspects of language such as specific vocabulary, specific 
accent, tone and pronunciation as well as nonlinguistic aspects like dressing a certain way, and 
revering or symbolising a specific bird or animal (such as the camel) as the distinctive identity of 
specific tribe and region (Brosh, 2013). Core to the effort of developing a new national culture, 
the Al-Saud (the current Royal family/ruling dynasty) have also attempted to develop a Saudi 
identity that goes beyond regional and tribal identities (Teitelbaum, 2002) and in this case, it has 
largely succeeded as the new generation possess a conscious collective image of themselves as a 
nationwide, inter-state Gulf grouping with a distinct identity from the sub-state groupings based 
on tribes and regions (Yamani, 2000). Similar findings were also reported by Mendoza-Denton 
(2002), Bucholtz and Hall (2005) and Nureddeen (2008). The idea that identity is developed 
through language is acknowledged to be in oppositional ways. Any distinct identity development 
may be done deliberately and intentionally (in parts) with partial consciousness. This may be to 
some extent as a result of others‘ perceptions and representations and it may be to some extent 
affected by general ideological processes and material structures which may be important to 
interaction (Bucholtz & Hall, 2005). Following this notion of Bucholtz and Hall (2005), this 
study also provides a description of the way Saudi youths develop their online identity and the 
linguistic strategies they use in the online environment.    
2. 3 Approaches to Identity 
The phenomenon of identity has been examined from different perspectives. Harrison 
(1998) argues that ―an individual can have an identity as a woman, a Briton, a Black, a Muslim‖ 




narrative an individual performs, interprets and projects in dress, bodily movements, actions and 
language‖ (Block, 2006, p. 39). A similar approach is adopted by Ochs (1993) who views 
identity as a ―social construct that is both inferred and interactionally achieved‖ (p. 291). 
Bucholtz and Hall (2004) believe that identity is constructed through the actions of an individual 
and is ―an outcome of language use‖ (p. 376). In a similar vein, Bucholtz and Hall‘s (2005) 
approach to identity is that the phenomenon of identity is relational and socio-cultural which 
―emerges and circulates in local discourse contexts of interaction‖ (p. 586). However, De Fina, 
Schiffrin, and Bamberg (2006) look at identity as a phenomenon that is ―performed‖, enacted 
and embodied through a variety of means such as by using ethnicity and gender-specific words 
as well as other nonlinguistic markers such as specific dress. Thus, these means are employed to 
enact and perform a specific identity of an individual. To sum up, an individual uses language to 
construct his/her sense of self in relation to others. She/he, thus, constructs and negotiates her/his 
different identities through interaction. These approaches of Block (2006), Ochs (1993), and 
Bucholtz and Hall (2005) to the phenomena of identity and identity construction are used as a 
theoretical framework in this research as they match the objectives of the study.  
 
2.4 Identity Types 
Identity has been classified into different groups. Block (2006) lists different 
individual/collective identity types based on social variables such as ethnicity, tribe, gender, race, 
social class and region/nationality. These types are tabulated below with some modifications by 





Table 3: Individual/Collective Identity Types  
No. Ascription/Affiliation Based on 
 
1 Ethnic A sense of a shared history, descent, belief systems, 
practices, language and religion, all associated with a 
cultural group 
2 Racial Biological/genetic make-up, i.e. racial phenotype 
(NB often conflated with ethnicity) 
3 Tribal A sense of shared history, descent, belief systems, 
practices and language all associated with a specific 
tribe 
4 National A sense of a shared history, descent, belief systems, 
practices, language and religion associated with a 
nation state 
5 Regional A sense of a shared history, descent, belief systems, 
practices, language, religion and tribe all associated 
with a specific geographical region in a nation 
6 Gendered Nature and degree of conformity to socially 
constructed notions of femininities and masculinities 
7 Social Class Associated with income level, occupation, education 
and symbolic behaviour 
8 Language The relationship between one's sense of self and 
different means of communication: language, a 
dialect or sociolect 
 
 
Although identities have been categorised in this way in Table 3 above, it should be noted 
that one identity cannot stand independent of another. To summarise, identities are complex, 
variable, elastic and subject to manipulation (Maalouf, 2000) and ―are anchored in relation to 
variables like age, gender, social class, occupation, locality, tribe, clan, religion, sect, ethnicity, 





2.4.1 Ethnic Identity 
Ethnic identity implies an individual‘s construction of a ―sense of self within her/his 
social world that pertains to ethnic group membership‖ (Noels, 2014, p. 89). Individuals are 
categorised into different ethnic groups such as Arab, Asian, African, Black, Hispanic or 
American based on their colour, language use and place of origin. Bucholtz (2010) and Bucholtz 
and Lopez (2011) researched the connection between language and ethnicity. Turner and Brown 
(1978) have also studied the crucial relationship between language and the social identity of an 
individual and have reported that people are encouraged to maintain a distinct social identity. In 
the Saudi Arabian context, one can notice people of different ethnicity working and living in 
Saudi Arabia and their distinct identity can be noticed through their language use. Listening to 
people and their tone, accent and vocabulary use, one can identify if that person is from the 
Indian subcontinent, from Africa, from China or from Western countries as their language use 
reflects their ethnic backgrounds. Betancourt and López (1993) argue that ethnicity is used in 
reference to groups that are characterised in terms of a common nationality, culture, or language. 
El-Hazmi et al. (1995) also believe that there is variability between different tribes, communities, 
and ethnic groups within the same country and this variability is reflected through their use of 
different languages, ways of dress and other cultural-custom markers of their identity. This 
phenomenon of identity construction through language use is the focus of attention and 
investigation in this study. I intend to show how individuals use language to reveal, construct and 
express their different identities, including ethnic identity.  
To summarise Turner‘s (1999) assertion, an individual attempts to define himself/herself 




emotional significance‖ (p. 8) through the use of language which is identical with that social, 
ethnic group to which she/he belongs.   
2.4.2 Regional Identity 
The geographical origin of an individual is reflected in the language use of a person and 
gives him/her his/her regional, national identity. This is often observed through the use of a 
region-specific accent or dialect by an individual. Burbano-Elizondo (2006) argues that this 
membership of a specific region of an individual enables them not only in identifying the overt 
referential meanings coded in those region-specific linguistic utterances but also in identifying 
other implicit meanings. Therefore, Johnstone (2004) regards regions as meaningful places, 
which people construct as their reference points. Looking at the Saudis and their language use, it 
is noticed and reported that people from different regions in Saudi Arabia try to reflect their 
regionality by using their region-specific dialect of Arabic. For example, expressions such as دا 
(this) and “دح٘ي” (now) are markers of the west region whereas لاير (man), “صج” (really) are 
markers of the east region in Saudi Arabia. Locher et al.‘s (2015) argument that natural language 
is full of variation and in need of explanation is suitable for this discussion. Different language 
features such as region-specific accents, tone, rhythm, region or tribe or gender-specific 
vocabulary and syntax which Locher et al. (2015) discuss are noticeable in the language use of 
Saudis from different regional backgrounds and this is something which I intend to elaborate on 
in detail in this study. 
The regional variation at the local level has also been investigated by sociolinguists in their 
analysis of the various given languages spoken in specific towns/cities (Culpeper, Haugh & 
Kádár, 2017). Sociolinguistic studies have also focused on sub-local variation, exemplified by 




language varieties in three inner-city working-class regions (Milroy, 1980; 1981). The existence 
of supranational regions was also suggested, varying in cultural values and pragmatic norms. For 
instance, in Kasper‘s (1990) and Galtung‘s (1981) studies, they contended that culture sharing 
does not indicate language sharing, and this holds true for the other way around. 
In the context of Saudi Arabia, the regionality aspects of Arabic language have been 
researched by many scholars. Al-Shahrani (1988) studied the dialect of Asir province.  Nadwi 
(1968) studied the dialects of Ghamid and Zahran. Omar (1975) studied the Hijazi: dialects. 
Cantineau (1937) studied the Shammar dialect. Abboud (1964, 1975, 1978, 1979) studied the 
Najdi dialect. All of these studies have reported and explained how people from different regions 
in Saudi Arabia use their regional dialects to construct and demonstrate their regional identity. 
Omar (1975) reported that people in the Hijaz region speak Hijazi dialect with distinct words that 
demonstrate their Hijazi identity, with examples including ُبدا/hada (meaning ―this‖), مز٘ش/katheer 
(meaning ―more‖ or ―much‖), ٍْٗا/ayiwa (meaning ―yes‖ or ―that‘s right‖) and دح٘ي/daheen 
(meaning ―now‖). Albalawi (2015) also summarised the Balawiy tribe specific dialect from the 
north region. The Balawiy dialect includes words such as ―/ًج٘ت/njeeb (meaning ―bring‖ or ―give 
me‖), and عقج٘ي/akbin (meaning ―after‖). Al-Azraqi (1998) also found words such as ―َ٘لج/labbe:h 
(meaning ―yes‖) being used in Asir province as a dialect of the region.  
2.4.3 Gender Identity 
The phenomenon of gender identity necessarily requires a feminist perspective (Mikkola, 
2017). Various feminist researchers such as Frank and Treichler (1989), Lakoff (1975), Miller 
and Swift (1977) and Pauwels (1998) have argued that there exists a language of women which 
is different from that of men. Lakoff (1975) and Eckert and McConnell-Ginet (2003) assign 




language of females. Deborah Tannen (1995a) also elaborates on distinct communication 
patterns used by men and women where people of male gender tend to use a direct and forceful 
style whereas people of female gender prefer an indirect and friendly style. Scholars such as 
Savicki (1996) have also reported such gender differences in an online context. According to 
Savicki (1996), it was noticed that females attempted to avoid or reduce tension in their online 
communication whenever any arguing situation evolved. Herring (2000) also concluded that 
females thanked, appreciated and apologised more than males.  This distinct use of language by 
females to construct their gender identity is noticed in most of the languages with features such 
as tone, distinct vocabulary reserved only for female use, and topics of their discussion. In this 
respect, Baxter (2010) reported that women were seen monitoring their language during 
interactions. In the case of Saudis, one can easily identify the gender difference in the use of 
expressions such as َاسف (meaning ―sorry‖, used by females) and اسف (meaning ―sorry‖, used by 
males).  
2.4.4 Social Class Identity 
Categorisation of people based on features such as income, education, material 
possessions, neighbourhood, and profession in a social hierarchy constitute the social class of an 
individual and the members belonging to each social group try to identify themselves with that 
group by using the distinctive language which is a marker of that social class group. In this 
respect, a study was conducted in the United States by Gee, Allen and Clinton (2001) to 
investigate how teenagers from two different social classes used language to fashion themselves 
as members of two different social classes. They reported that teenagers belonging to the 
working class used different language. Their language was similar to other teens from working-




class. Class identity is not overtly noticeable in Saudi Arabian society as people believe and 
practice Islam which teaches equality. However, as the education and riches flow in different 
directions, today one can notice some social classes based on wealth and education in the Saudi 
Arabian society. Cordesman and Burke (2002) have noted that the rich Saudis seem to be getting 
richer while the middle class seems to be declining in per capita income and poorer Saudis seem 
to be getting poorer in relative terms. Hamdan (2005) has also shown that, like any other women, 
women from rich Saudi families attempt to maintain their class through the use of a very 
carefully chosen and polished Arabic. Such use of language by the members of such social class 
groups to identify with one particular group and to differentiate from another is also an example 
of how language is used to maintain social class identity. 
2.4.5 Religious Identity 
An individual often reveals his/her religious identity through the use of language. Thus, 
an Arabic-speaking person is often identified as a Muslim whereas a Hebrew-speaking is often 
identified as a Jew (Jaspal & Coyle, 2010). Routine greetings such as ―Assalamualeikum‖ 
(meaning ―peace be with you‖), ―God bless‖, and ―Shalom‖ (meaning ―peace‖) are used 
consciously or unconsciously by an individual to construct his/her religious identity, in this case, 
Muslim, Christian and Jewish identity respectively. Not only language but other symbols and 
artefacts such as skull cap, full veil, holly cross or church, synagogue, mosque, and temple are 
also used to construct religious identities. The use of religious expressions in the interaction of 
Saudis is a noticeable phenomenon. Alenezi, Kebble, Fluck, Yang, and Bown (2018) assert that 
people in Saudi Arabia use religious expressions to affirm their religious identity as Saudi Arabia 
is a deeply religious society. One can hear expressions such as ―God willing‖, ―God bless you‖, 




also found that Saudi speakers employ blessing expressions such as ―Allah yirẓaʕalēki ٔهللا ٗشض
 May Allah reward you with) هللا ٗجضاك خ٘ش May God be pleased with you), ―Allah yijzakxēr) عل٘ل
His blessings)‖ often in their polite requests. Following these studies, in this research I attempt to 
elaborate on how such religious expressions are used by Saudis as markers to enact religious 
identity.  
2.4.6 Tribal Identity 
Tribes often take pride in maintaining their distinct tribal identity. Members of different 
tribes communicate in the language which is shared by them and celebrate different rituals which 
differentiate them from others. They also have their own distinct attire and dances as markers of 
their tribal identity. Tribesmen often preserve these elements of their tribal identity. The 
opposition of native Indian tribes in America and Canada to the imposition of the English 
language and these people‘s organised and conscious efforts to preserve and teach their 
languages to their next generations as a sign of their distinct identity are current examples of this 
(Brady, 1995; Vaughan, 2010). Research studies by scholars such as Horse (2001, 2012), 
Lomawaima and McCarty (2006), Byrd (2011), Jacobs and Merolla (2017), and Smith (2017) 
provide detail on such education policies of American Indian tribes in recent decades.   
Tribes in Arab countries also speak and maintain their distinct language varieties and 
customs to show their unique tribal identity. Al-Rasheed‘s (2008) study elaborates on tribal 
affiliations of Saudis through different means such as tribe-specific language and attire. Studies 
by Almakrami (2015) and Maisel (2013) also expand on the rank of different tribes such as 
Anazah, Shammar, and Mutayr in social heirarchy in Saudi Arabia. Thus, in the Saudi Arabian 
context, it is noticed that different tribes do maintain distinct language in order to identify 




attire at different social functions and events are linguistic and nonlinguistic markers which they 
use deliberately and sometimes unconsciously to construct their tribal identity and to show to 
which tribe they belong. This use of linguistic and nonlinguistic markers to identify oneself with 
a specific group of people is also the focus of investigation in this study. Linguistic markers 
include using tribe, region, gender-specific words, and phrases whereas nonlinguistic markers 
implies the use of various pictures, images, and symbols related to their tribe, gender, and region. 
I will provide further details with regard to these markers in later chapters.   
2.4.7 National Identity 
Each nation is different and each has different elements that comprise its national identity. 
These elements include the national flag, national bird, national animal, national flower, and 
national language (Gellner, 1983; Katartzi, 2018; Skey, 2011). Citizens often take pride in these 
elements of their national identity and use them to show their national identity both consciously 
and unconsciously (Kolstø & Blakkisrud, 2017; Paxman, 1999; Şenışık, 2018; Smith, 1993). 
Suleiman (2003), in his study, elaborates on the role of national language in unifying people 
across states and in nation building. He asserts that there exist some type of intimate connection 
between the language spoken and the identity of a person as belonging to a nation. In the context 
of Saudi Arabia, as Aldraehim et al. (2012), Al-Saggaf (2012), and Bittles (2008) report, a 
systematic attempt has been made to construct Saudi national identity among the Saudis. The 
way Saudis dress, the version of Arabic spoken by Saudis and the construction of different 
monuments in the country are attempts to construct, develop and project a distinct Saudi national 
identity different from other neighbouring Gulf countries and their citizens such as Emiratis and 
Qataris as they too take pride in reflecting their national identity through different linguistic and 




the Saudi national identity by the Saudi youths on social media will be elaborated on in the data 
analysis chapters. 
2.5 Strategies of Identity Construction: Linguistic and Nonlinguistic 
Individuals construct their various identities consciously or unconsciously using 
different linguistics and nonlinguistic strategies. The linguistic strategies include use of gender, 
tribe, region, religion, nation-specific word or phrase or dialect or accent. The following diagram 
(Figure 2) shows which different identities were constructed in this study using different 
linguistic strategies. 
 
Figure 2.  Identities constructed through linguistic means 
To illustrate this, the difference in pronunciation of certain words such as dance, /dɑːns/ 
vs /dæns/ mark speakers either as British or American. Within Britain, the Scottish and Welsh 
dialects are markers of regionality (Stuart-Smith & Haddican, 2009). A similar scenario occurs 
in Saudi Arabia with speakers from Hejaz and Najd regions speaking different dialects of Arabic 
language to represent their regional identity. The word دا (meaning ―this‖) is pronounced as /da:/ 





The nonlinguistic strategies used by Saudi Arabian online users in this study to construct 
different identities included using pictures related to gender, tribe, and region. They also 
included pictures of flowers, cars, animals, historical monuments or architecture. The following 
diagram illustrates this use of different nonlinguistic strategies to construct identities.  
 
Figure 3. Identities constructed through nonlinguistic means 
Elaborating on the metaphorical use of animals, Alharthi (2015) of Oman observes that 
the gazelle is metaphorically used in classical Arabic poetry to connote the desirable beloved 
female. Brosh (2013) also states that Arabs have ―revered gazelles for years as creatures of 
striking beauty and astounding speed‖ (p. 22). Certain birds and animals are also used to 
construct national identity. In the case of Saudi Arabia, the falcon and camel serve as symbols of 
national identity. Saudis perceive falcons as symbols of force and courage. Brosh (2013) also 
states that the camel has been essential in Arabian culture for thousands of years. Anjomshoa and 
Sadighi (2015) describe camels as symbols of ―humility, willingness to serve and obstinacy‖ (p. 
67), the horse as a ―symbol of power‖ (p. 69) and the snake as a symbol of ―danger, charm and 
sexual energy (especially male)‖ (p. 73). 
Historical monuments such as forts, castles, heritage sites, rivers and mountains also play 
an important role in forming and constructing national identity. Dianina (2010) argues that these 




(2016) believes that such historical monuments play a vital role in preserving past culture and 
that they matter in order for individuals to retain their identity. For this reason, individuals 
respect and celebrate their cultural and historical heritage, customs and traditions as they are 
reflections of people‘s roots, pride and past glory. Pocius (2004) elaborates on how historical 
sites and artefacts in a particular region or nation become central to that region's identity as well 
as national identity. According to Khan (2013), there are approximately 4000 archaeological and 
1500 rock art sites located in the Kingdom of Saudi Arabia which form different regional 
identities. He also describes the use of certain geometric shapes such as those representing 
Bedouin folk dances, branded camel figures, and the names of tribes and persons engraved as 
tribal symbols by different Bedouins in the Kingdom.  
Food is also one of the shared items connected with ethnic identity. Teughels and 
Scholliers (2016) argue that food, like language, also serves as a means of cultural expression 
and plays a very important role in the construction of national, ethnic and regional identities. In 
the Saudi Arabian context, coffee is an inseparable part of Saudi culture. It is a symbol of 
generosity and hospitality. Clothing is also a means of cultural communication. Clothing 
facilitates social rituals and ceremonies expressing social, tribal, regional, national, cultural and 
religious sentiments.  Martinez (2017) has extensively researched and elaborated on how 
clothing has been used for centuries to construct different tribal identities in the Saudi Arabian 
context.  
Flowers are often associated with new life and growth and they have a different 
significance in each country and culture. Saudi females often prefer red roses and often use them 
to construct their gender identity by using pictures of different flowers as their profile pictures on 




finding in respect to Saudi Arabian female Facebook users. Helal (2017), an Arab American 
contributing writer, also elaborates on how images of eyes are used as profile pictures by Arab 
females to construct their gender identity on different social networking sites.  
2.6 Online Identity Construction on Social Media: Some Studies 
Online community life has become an important aspect of our social life, with identity 
being a core part of this. In this respect, Segalin et al. (2017) analysed the profile pictures of 
Facebook users and concluded that ―extroverts and agreeable individuals used warm coloured 
pictures and to exhibit many faces in their portraits, showing their inclination to socialize‖  
(p. 23). However, individuals who were concerned about online identity theft and crime used 
pictures of indoor places. Shafie, Nayan and Osman (2012) examined Malaysian students‘ online 
identity and visual impression management, focusing on their choice of Facebook usernames, 
language and profile pictures. The results revealed that the students used pictures and 
information which showed their real identities and ideal-self online. It was also found that the 
males were more comfortable than females in using their real names and their own pictures as 
their profile names and pictures. In a similar study, Jusoh and Al Fawareh (2017) also found that 
Jordanian Arab male Facebook users were more daring than the females in sharing personal 
information online such as using real names and photos. They also noted that Jordanian Arab 
female Facebook users were more conservative than the males when they appeared online.  
Wang, Moon, Kwon, Evans and Stefanone (2010) reported that physical attractiveness was 
very important in online communication and found in their study that it was especially males 
who preferred attractive images online. Chen and Gonglue‘s (2011) study also revealed that 
Chinese social media users revealed less personal information online by employing external 




reported that Saudi Arabian females were cognisant about their privacy in online 
communication. A study by Aljasir et al. (2013) found that Saudi female Facebook users tried to 
hide their profile for different reasons such as hiding from their nuclear family and their 
employers. In the studies by Al-Saggaf (2016) and Stanger et al. (2017) about Saudi Arabian 
youths‘ online participation, it was concluded that most participants were uncomfortable with 
disclosing their personal information in public. Stanger et al. (2017) also reported that Saudi 
Arabian youths, particularly females, preferred to use a fake identity and pseudonym online in 
order to protect their privacy. The females often used only their first names for their profiles and 
used pictures of babies, landscapes, and flowers rather than uploading their own, real pictures. 
The Saudi youths also preferred using a pseudonym for their online profiles in order to express 
their views more freely. A study by Abokhodair, Abbar, Vieweg and Mejova (2017) also 
concluded that privacy was highly gendered among in Qatari and Saudi Arabian females using 
social media due to their socially constructed role within the society. Similar findings were 
reported by Strong and Hareb (2012) about the female Emiratis‘ privacy issues on Twitter. To 
sum up, online privacy issue governs the nature and use of social media among the Saudi 
Arabian youths, especially females.  
It is to be noted here that the research so far on the phenomenon of identity has been 
largely focused on the fields of sociology, psychology, anthropology, sociolinguistics, discourse 
analysis, cultural and communication studies. However, as social media platforms dominate the 
ways of interactions among the youngsters (Almakrami, 2015), this phenomenon of online 
identity construction requires distinct examination through new perspectives and through new 




focusing on the strategies used for constructing different identities such as regional, gender, 
tribal, and religious. 
Online communication on a social website is mediated by technology and this may 
provide a sense of freedom, as reported above, which motivates the limited expression of some 
individuals who have something to hide about themselves (Suler, 2002). Moreover, the 
anonymity in such an environment enables individuals to hide a part of themselves (Ellison, 
Heino, & Gibbs, 2006) while presenting and interacting with others, and thus, allow them to 
stretch the truth to a certain extent (Yurchisin, Watchravesringkan, & McCabe, 2005) to make 
themselves more socially desirable.  
2.7 Identity Construction Strategies and First Research Question of this Study 
After offering a background to the notion of identity and strategies used by people to 
construct their multiple identities, I will attempt to elaborate on my first research question in the 
study: What strategies are used by Saudi Arabian young adults to construct their different socio-
cultural identities in online communication on a social website? My first research question is an 
attempt to expand on Locher et al.‘s (2015) argument that variations in language use are 
employed to index different social and regional belonging or identities of an individual. I attempt 
to answer what linguistic strategies Saudi Arabian youths use to show their regional, religious, 
gender and tribal affiliation. That is, which distinctive accents, vocabulary and tribe-, region-, 
and gender-specific phrases and tones are used by these youths to construct their tribal, gender, 
religious and regional identities? Not only the linguistic means but nonlinguistic markers such as 
a region-specific animal, historical monument, tribe or region-specific attire, dances and cuisine 
are also used as markers to identify oneself with a specific group of people and thereby construct 




also takes place in virtual world which scholars like Bucholtz and Hall (2005), Locher (2008), 
De Fina (2010), and Thurlow and Mroczek (2011) have attempted to explore. With their work in 
the background, I also attempt to answer how this identity construction takes place among the 
Saudi Arabian youths in their social media communication through different linguistic and 
nonlinguistic strategies and markers. The next section continues with the present line of 
discussion by providing an overview of the (im)politeness theories. 
2.8 Notions of Politeness and Impoliteness 
The terms politeness and impoliteness are two sides of a coin (Eelen, 2001). In other 
words, there are two sides of language use. One is positive which implies politeness; whereas the 
other is negative which implies impoliteness. Brown (1980) defined politeness as ―a special way 
of treating people, saying and doing things in such a way as to take into account the other 
person's feelings‖ (p. 114). According to Blum-Kulka (1982), politeness generally implies caring 
and compassionate forms of behaviour. Lakoff (1989) terms it as ―a means of minimising 
confrontation in discourse‖ and impoliteness as ―strategies oriented towards antagonising face‖ 
(p. 102). For Culpeper (1996), impoliteness refers to a collection of strategies ―to have opposite 
effect to politeness which is social disruption" (p. 350). Locher and Bousfield (2008) believe that 
impoliteness is behaviour that is face-aggravating in a particular context. In other words, 
politeness deals with face-saving acts, caring for the other‘s face whereas impoliteness deals with 
face-threatening acts or attacking/threatening the other‘s face. The following sections elaborate 
on these theories and notions of politeness and impoliteness.  
2.8.1 Politeness Theories  
In pragmatics, politeness is among the many aspects whose use in a specific language 




which the communication occurs, which is formed by the participants‘ social status. In this 
regard, Grundy (1995) stated that factors or determinants of the requirement to use politeness 
strategies in a specific interaction include distance, power and imposition. Imposition is 
described as the action that goes against the autonomy and freedom of the addressee and is often 
relayed in the form of an order, while power is described as comprising participants‘ societal 
position, and age, and distance is described as the evaluation of the other‘s place in the world, 
familiarity level, and/or solidarity towards the addressee. Moreover, a politeness systems theory 
was also presented and discussed by Scollon and Scollon (1995), where they noted three 
politeness systems, namely the deference politeness system, the solidarity politeness system and 
the hierarchical politeness system. The theory followed the basic notion of caring for the face of 
others as in the previous theories. Along a similar line of study, Grainger (2011) also put forward 
a politeness theory. In the first phase of this theory, the classic view of politeness or the Gricean 
approach takes place. In this phase, Brown and Levinson‘s (1987) Politeness Theory and Leech‘s 
(1983) Politeness Principle are pioneering milestones of development. Such principles are based 
on Goffman‘s (1983) premise that argues the notion of face and which conceptualises politeness 
as a rational agent action characterised by positive and negative face wants (Brown & Levinson, 
1987).  
In relation to the above, Brown and Levinson (1987) described face-saving or 
mitigating the impact of actions that threaten the face of the addressee to mitigate conflicts is the 
model‘s core focus. They proposed various redressive strategies such as minimising the threat to 
the hearer‘s positive face, entailing utterances which express interest for the hearer‘s needs and 




They also proposed different approaches to gauge the potential weight of the face-threatening act 
(Brown & Levinson, 1987).  
Moreover, the Principle of Politeness (PP) was developed by Leech based on Grice‘s 
(1975) Cooperative Principle (CP) and establishes a post-factor description of language 
behaviour. In this area of study, there are a few theoretical works that have had a permeating 
influence in the determination or the categorisation of politeness. Despite the fact that Brown and 
Levinson‘s (1987) politeness model and Leech‘s (1983) politeness principle have been based on 
the study of politeness, critics have pointed out certain drawbacks.  
First, the politeness models propose that the term politeness exists in all human 
societies but the predicted polite behaviour has not been categorised by lay members of the 
speech circles (Watts, 2003). The second drawback comes from Locher and Watts (2005) who 
described Brown and Levinson‘s (1987) politeness model as a theory of facework that mitigates 
face-threatening actions, and the third criticism lies in equating indirectness to politeness that 
appears to be an over-generalised and simplified notion, specifically when explaining overly 
polite or impolite behaviour/interaction that is distinct from what society expects (Watts, 2003).  
Progressing to the second phase of the politeness theory—this is also referred to as the 
discursive approach to the concept, and a postmodern view of politeness. This initiated with the 
study of Watts (1992), and the developments in the past ten years by other studies (e.g., Locher, 
2004& Locher & Watts, 2005 as cited in Locher, 2008; Watts, 2003).  
The third wave is referred to as the interactional approach (Arundale, 1999, 2006) that 
has its basis on the co-constituting communication model. It contends that (im)politeness is an 
interactionally achieved behaviour that occurs in a collaborative, non-summative way via the 




politeness. According to Grainger (2011), the interactional approach is compatible with both the 
postmodern method and the Gricean method as it is the combination of both. Stated clearly, the 
interactional approach acknowledges the classical as well as the postmodern views in their 
interpretation of (im)politeness. This line of reasoning relates significantly to the studies 
conducted by Grice‘s Cooperative Principle (1975), Brown and Levinson‘s notion of face 
(1978), and Leech‘s Politeness Principle (1983). The scholars‘ theories are summarised in the 
following figure (Figure 4). 
 
Figure 4. Politeness theories 
 
In this study, the theoretical framework has its basis on Brown and Levinson‘s (1987) 
four strategies: bald on-record, positive politeness, negative politeness and off-record. Added to 
the politeness strategies proposed by Brown and Levinson, the study also considers factors 
contributing to the politeness perception on the basis of prior literature. The theory of politeness 
proposed by Brown and Levinson (1987) is considered to be the most influential politeness 
framework to date (Abdul Halim, 2015). Studies in the literature concerning the analysis of 




addressed face-to-face interactions. More current studies discussed (im)politeness theories in the 
CMC context (e.g., Graham, 2007, 2008; Neurater-Kessels, 2011; Abdul Halim, 2015; Chejnova, 
2014; Sifianou, 2015; Adel et al., 2016). Graham (2007) elaborated on how expectations of 
(im)politeness were negotiated in the CMC context. Neurater-Kessels (2011) concluded that 
impolite moves frequently involve face-threats. It also summarised how the communicative 
setting and medium influence the realisation and interpretation of impolite behaviour. A study by 
Chejnova (2014) concluded that students employed a wide variety of both negative and positive 
politeness strategies to mitigate their requests. Sifianou (2015) viewed impoliteness as being 
different in nature from politeness. Impoliteness was expressed verbally contrary to politeness 
which was mainly seen in terms of non-verbal action. The findings of these studies contributed to 
interpreting politeness in such CMC contexts. 
2.8.2 Brown and Levinson’s Politeness Strategies  
Brown and Levinson‘s theory (1987) illustrates the face-saving view based on 
Goffman‘s (1955) face premise that concludes with being embarrassed/humiliated or, in other 
words, losing face. Brown and Levinson (1978) explain face as ―the public self-image that every 
member wants for himself‖ (p. 66). In this regard, Abdul Halim (2015) indicated that face refers 
to something in which one is emotionally invested, and it can be sustained, improved or lost. On 
the basis of Brown and Levinson‘s (1987) study, an individual has two types of face-a positive 
and a negative face. The former refers to the individual‘s desire to be appreciated in social 
interactions, while the latter refers to the desire to be free from imposition and action. It develops 
the ―face theory‖ by proposing that any speech contrary to the politeness rules in society may be 
deemed as a threat to the face. In this context, impoliteness is a face-threatening behaviour as it 




majority of speech acts such as requests, offers and compliments are threats to the hearer‘s face 
or the speaker‘s face, in an inherent fashion, and politeness rectifies such face-threatening acts 
(FTA). Moreover, the politeness strategies are created to save the hearer‘s face, where ―face‖ is 
the speaker‘s sense of linguistic and social identity or the public self-image that every societal 
member wants to claim (Brown & Levinson, 1987). 
Furthermore, a person‘s ―face‖ was similarly described by Goffman (1967) as the most 
personal possession of the person and it forms the core of her/his security and pleasure. Brown 
and Levinson (1987) described face as an individual‘s emotional investment that can be lost, 
maintained or enhanced and thus, it must be constantly maintained when interacting with others. 
They explained that every culture has varying degrees of politeness and ways in which one has to 
be polite to others. But every individual desires to be appreciated and protected (Littlejohn & 
Foss, 2008) which is expecting respect to one‘s face. 
In summary, face is categorised into positive face and negative face (Wilson, Kim & 
Meischke, 1991). The individual‘s positive face requires appreciation and approval, to be liked 
and honoured, and is a multi-dimensional concept that relates to various characteristics, actions 
and possessions that an individual wants others to appreciate (Wilson, Kim & Meischke, 1991). 
On the other hand, an individual‘s negative face requires freedom from intrusion/imposition 
(Littlejohn & Foss, 2008). It is a one-dimensional concept that pertains to a very limited aspect 
of a hearer‘s self-image, focusing on the unimpeded desires (Brown & Levinson, 1987). Every 
utterance is deemed to be a threat to the face (a face-threatening act) to the negative face or the 
positive one. More frequently, the breach of one‘s positive or negative face is unavoidable. Thus, 
it is important for people to employ politeness strategies to mitigate FTAs. FTAs are described 




esteem. Their model has been applied by a few studies on small datasets from distinct domains 
(Burke & Kraut, 2008), and despite the criticisms to it, it has been supported by other studies by 
using it as a framework to analyse politeness strategies employed by email writers of Arab 
descent (e.g., Najeeb, Maros & Nor, 2012). A similar strategy is undertaken in this research in 
that it uses the model of Brown and Levinson (1978) but with different data sourced from the 
online communication of Saudi Arabian young adults on a social website. 
There are four primary categories of FTAs in politeness strategies established by 
Brown and Levinson (1987): bald on-record, negative politeness, positive politeness, and off-
record or indirect strategy. A brief explanation of each is presented in the following sections. 
2.8.2.1 Bald On-Record Strategy 
In this strategy, the (S) speaker makes no effort to mitigate threats to the (H) hearer‘s 
face, the major reason for this being when the speaker desires to efficiently conduct  an FTA 
more than to satisfy the hearer‘s face, to a level where she/he uses the bald on-record strategy 
(Brown & Levinson, 1987). Bald on-record sub-strategies are:  
A) Non-minimising of FTA 
1. In cases of great urgency or desperation  
2. In the case of channel noise, or where communication difficulties put pressure on S to 
speak with maximum efficiency such as in calling across a distance  
3. Task oriented, in this kind of interaction face redress will be irrelevant 
4. S perceives H face as small, either because S is powerful and does not fear retribution 
or there is non-cooperation from H  
5. S wants to be rude without risk of offending, so S does not care about maintaining face 
6. Sympathetic advice or warnings 
7. Granting permission for something that H has requested  
 
B) FTA-oriented 
1. Welcome  
2. Farewell 
3. Offers 
   





2.8.2.2 Positive Politeness 
This strategy of positive politeness is often observed in groups of friends or in groups 
where members know one another. The strategy is used to mitigate the distance between 
members by expressing friendliness and at the same time, real interest in the hearer‘s need is 
respected. 
Positive politeness sub-strategies are:  
1. Notice, attend to H (her/his interests, wants, needs, goods) 
2. Exaggerate (interest approval, sympathy with H)                 
3. Intensify interest to H                                        
4. Use in-group identity markers                             
5. Seek agreement                                                     
6. Avoid disagreement                                             
7. Jokes 
8. Assert or presuppose S‘s knowledge of and concern for H‘s wants 
9. Offer, promise 
10. Be optimistic 
11. Include both S and H in the activity 
12. Give (or ask for) reasons 
13. Assume or assert reciprocity 
14. Presuppose/raise/assert common ground 
 
(Brown & Levinson, 1987, pp. 101–129) 
 
2.8.2.3 Negative Politeness 
This strategy is described as a redressive action that is meant to be addressed to the 
addressee‘s negative face—her/his desire to be free of action, unobstructed and her/his attention 
unrestricted (Brown & Levinson, 1987). This strategy acknowledges the face of the hearer and 
the speaker by focusing on both. Negative politeness sub-strategies are:  
1. Be conventionally indirect                                  
2. Be pessimistic                                                   
3. Minimise imposition                                        
4. Give difference                                                  
5. Go on record as incurring debt, or as not indebting H 
6. Apologise 




8. State the FTA as general rule 
9. Nominalise  
 
(Brown & Levinson, 1987, pp. 129–210) 
 
2.8.2.4 Off-Record Strategy 
Under this strategy, a communicative act is conducted off-record if it is made in a way 
that it is impossible to relay a single communicative intention to the act (Brown & Levinson, 
1987) and hence, if a speaker is inclined to conduct an FTA, but at the same time steer clear of 
the responsibility of doing so, she/he can do it off-record or leave the addressee to decide on the 
way to interpret it. Off-record strategy sub-strategies are:  
1-  Invite conversational implicatures. 
    a. Give hints                                     
    b. Give association clues 
    c. Presuppose                                   
    d. Understate 
    e. Overstate                                       
    f. Tautologies 
    g. Contradictions                               
    h. Be ironic 
    i. Use metaphors                                 
    j. Use rhetorical questions 
   
 2- Be vague or ambiguous (violate manner maxim). 
  a. Be ambiguous                                                                                           
  b. Be vague 
  c. Over-generalise  
  d. Displace H      
  e. Be incomplete, use ellipsis  
 




2.8.3 Leech’s Theory (1983) 
According to Leech (1983), there are several scales entailed when identifying the type and 
degree of politeness and they include cost-benefit, optionality, indirectness, authority, and social 
distance. The complex nature of the relationships between maxims and scales forms the 
politeness style and the level in terms of nuances. In other words, a speaker needs to follow 
complex maxims and scales of politeness in order to produce an utterance which would be 
pragmatically acceptable as well as polite at the same time which is not that easy a task. Another 
structural feature that stands out in Leech‘s (1983) study is his differentiation between relative 
and absolute politeness, where he described the former as occurring in a specific setting/culture, 
and the latter is interlinked to a particular action of the speaker. The notion of absolute politeness 
indicates that speech acts are intrinsically polite or impolite according to their illocutionary force. 
Leech (1983) further explained the significant of absolute politeness when he stated that general 
pragmatics may reasonably limit attention to the absolute sense of politeness. He brought out 
four major illocutionary functions, namely competitive, convivial, collaborative and conflictive, 
and relates them to politeness types (Leech, 1983). For instance, competitive illocution, in the 
form of ordering, is inherently impolite and it needs mitigation, convivial illocution in the form 
of thanking is inherently polite and it needs to be improved for positive effect. Also, the 
conversational-maxim view of politeness provides a parsimonious (in Lakoff‘s (1975) view), and 
a comprehensive (in Leech‘s (1983) view) model of politeness, and it establishes rules, 
strategies, maxims and scales as the primary basis of politeness. These elements are deemed to 
constitute a significant set of considerations for pinpointing politeness occurrence. Leech (1983) 
places politeness in the more general interpersonal rhetoric framework, which is linked with 




undertakes, while the latter is what a speaker attempts to convey via a speech act). In the 
interpersonal rhetoric domain, Leech (1983) laid down three maxim sets that are linked to the 
following three principles: the cooperative principle, the politeness principle, and the irony 
principle. In this, his cooperative principle matches Grice‘s (1975) principle, where generally the 
politeness principle aims to minimise the expression of impolite belief (Leech, 1983). Leech 
(1983) further provided six maxims and their relationships with the politeness principle:  
1. The tact maxim that minimises the cost and maximises the benefit to the hearer 
2. The generosity maxim that minimises the benefit and maximises cost to the speaker 
3. The approbation maxim that minimises dispraise of and maximises praise to the hearer 
4. The modesty maxim that minimises praise to and maximises dispraise of the speaker 
5. The agreement maxim that minimises the disagreement between speaker and hearer, and 
maximises agreement between self and other 
6. The sympathy maxim that minimises the antipathy and maximises sympathy between 
speaker and hearer 
2.8.4 Grice’s Theory (1975) 
The cooperative principle for Grice (1975) posits that the participants to the 
conversation try to work together to make sure of efficient relaying of information. In this 
context, four fundamental conversational maxims were proposed to constitute cooperative 
principles, these being: maxim of quantity (the informative contribution of the individual), 
maxim of quality (the truthful contribution of the individual), maxim of relevance (the relevant 
contribution of the individual), and maxim of manner (the clear contribution of the individual). 
Any notable acknowledged deviation from the cooperative principles and its maxims leads to 
conversational implicature. Cooperative principles and the maxims present what is inferred in 
conversation and thus, they are invaluable in the pragmatic analysis of verbal interactions. In this 




the cooperative principles, wherein Grice‘s (1975) maxims are supported by other pragmatic 
principles. Stated differently, the conversational maxim view of politeness develops principles 
that concern the interpersonal aspects of talk to support the cooperative principle. The Gricean 
maxims are: 
1. Maxims of Quality: ―Don‘t say what you believe is false. Don‘t say something you lack 
adequate evidence for‖. 
2. Maxims of Quantity: ―Make your contribution as informative as is required. Don‘t make 
your contribution more informative than is required‖.   
3. Maxims of Relevance: ―Be relevant‖.  
4. Maxims of Manner: ―Be brief.   Be orderly. Avoid obscurity of expression. Avoid 
ambiguity‖.                                                                                        
Grice (1975) 
The theories of politeness proposed by Grice (1975), about the cooperative principle, and 
by Leech (1983) about the politeness principle, have been important. Along with Brown and 
Levinson‘s (1978, 1987) politeness theory, these theories are summarised and the differences 













Table  4: Politeness Theories 
 
Brown and Levinson’s 
(1978, 1987) Politeness 
Theory 
Leech’s (1983) Politeness 
Theory 
Grice’s (1975) Politeness 
Theory 
 
Four strategies: bald on-
record, positive politeness , 
negative politeness and off-
record .     
 
Six maxims: tact maxim, 
modesty maxim, generosity 
maxim, approbation maxim, 
agreement maxim and 
sympathy maxim.   
 
 
Four maxims: maxim of 
quality, maxim of quantity, 
maxim of relevance and 
maxim of manner. 
Work consists of two parts:  
1. Fundamental theory relating 
to the nature of ―politeness‖ 
and how it functions in 
interaction. 
2. A list of ―politeness‖ 
strategies with examples from 
three languages: English, 
Tzeltal, and Tamil‖ 
(Kitamura, 2000). 
Has been used in three 
cultures: Western culture,  
Mexican culture, Asian 
culture. 
―Can be a powerful tool to 
analyse ‗politeness‘ 
phenomena, not only in goal-
oriented interaction, but also 
in non-goal oriented 
interaction of this nature‖ 
(Kitamura, 2000 ,p. 7). 
―Introduced ‗universal‘ 
principles such as ‗face‘, and 
although they have been 
criticized for being too 
concerned with proving the 
universal validity of some 
aspects of politeness‖ 
(Barešová, 2008,p.27). 
Face saving most objections 
concern the notion of face, 
particularly the individualistic 
aspect of this concept (Kasper 
2004 , p. 379). 
 
Politeness principle 
―maintains social balance and 
friendly relations, which 
contributes to enhancing 
cooperativeness and thus 
provides a stable and suitable 
environment for effective 
discourse‖ (Barešová, 2008, p. 
20). 
 
Leech realises that his PP 
maxims do not apply to all 
cultures in equal measure, and 
states that one of the main 
purposes of socio-pragmatics 
is to analyse in different 
societies the interplay between 
the various CP and PP 
maxims (1983, p. 80). 
The politeness principle has 
been criticised for lacking an 
explicit definition of 
politeness (Watts, 1992, p. 6). 
―Leech claims that the PP is a 
regulative principle and 
explicitly denies any moral or 
ethical nature for it‖ (Eelen, 




―Perceives that the need to 
make each other understood 
forces the communicators to 
cooperate‖ (Barešová, 2008, 
p.17) 
―Real language use does not 
always strictly comply with 
Grice‘s Cooperative 
Principle‖(Barešová, 2008,  
p. 17). 
―Grice‘s own definition of the 
cooperative principle is 
ambiguous and inconsistent‖  
(Thomas & Fraser,1994,  
p. 760). 
 ―Grice never intended his use 
of the word ‗cooperation‘ to 
indicate an ideal view of 
communication‖ (Lindblom, 
2006, p.176). 
Direct and indirect 
interpretations (Eelen, 2001). 
Conversational maxim, 







The above has provided a brief critical introduction to different theories of politeness. 
Brown and Levinson‘s (1987) theory of politeness has been selected for this study as it is the one 
that has been used the most by different researchers (e.g., Ferguson (1967, 1976, 1983) focused 
on Syrian Arabic; Davies (1987) focused on Moroccan Arabic; Farghal & Borini (1996) focused 
on Egyptian Arabic; Al-Nasser (1993) focused on Iraqi Arabic; Al-Ammar (2000) focused on 
Saudi Arabic; Emery (2000) focused on Omani Arabic; Bataineh and Bataineh (2005, 2006, 
2008) and Jarbou (2002) focused on Jordanian Arabic) to test the politeness phenomenon with 
different data including Arabic data from different Middle Eastern countries. Brown and 
Levinson‘s (1978) theory of politeness is one of the only theories which attempts to elucidate 
how people produce politeness.  The model is regarded as comprehensive, and has its roots in 
established and respected research. The very fact that from its original formulation in 1987, 
Brown and Levinson‘s model continues to influence new research justifies its use for any study 
on politeness. It has also been very influential as a framework for the empirical inquiry of 
different speech acts which this study intended to explore in the online discourse of Saudi 
Arabian youths. The model is also regarded as a very useful analytical framework for 
understanding politeness phenomena, and as this study wanted to analyse Saudi Arabian youths‘ 
comments on a social media networking site, its choice is justified.   
The choice of Brown and Levinson‘s (1987) model was also justified because it is widely 
and successfully used for the study of politeness over different languages and cultures. However, 
as mentioned in section 1.3, this model has not yet been tested with online data particularly from 
the Saudi Arabian cultural context. This necessitates the need to study the online data from Arab 
learners to see the applicability of Brown and Levinson‘s (1987) model to investigate if it was 




this study has chosen to test the said model using online data from the Saudi Arabian cultural 
context as a first attempt in this domain. 
2.8.5 Notion of Impoliteness and Culpeper’s (1996) Framework 
There has been scarcity of research on the phenomenon of impoliteness as most of the 
studies in the past few decades have focused on politeness, particularly on Brown and Levinson's 
(1978) theory of politeness. According to Eelen (2001, p. 90), Brown and Levinson's (1978) 
strategies of positive and negative politeness ―stipulate how to be polite rather than impolite‖. 
Most of the researchers have also simply adopted the Brown and Levinson‘s model for analysis, 
and thereby restricted their research focus to strategies of politeness. This lack of research on 
impoliteness led to the shifting of focus to impoliteness in order to understand what constitutes 
impoliteness and impoliteness phenomena in discourse. 
In the field of linguistics, the first introduction of impoliteness developed in a fitful 
manner, after which it gained ground in the mid-1990s. The first research to focus 
comprehensively on the phenomenon of impoliteness, investigating how it operates in practice 
and offering a theoretical basis was that of Culpeper (1996) entitled “Towards an anatomy of 
impoliteness”. He begins the article by describing impoliteness as the use of strategies which are 
designed to have the ―opposite effect—that of social disruption—these strategies are oriented 
towards attacking face, an emotionally sensitive concept of self‖ (1996, p. 350). 
In recent times, the generation of several review articles on the topic (e.g., Blitvich, 2010; 
Culpeper, 2013; Dynel, 2015) indicates its coming of age. In this regard, impoliteness has 
become one of the top researched topics in 21
st
 century pragmatics (Sinkeviciute, 2015). More 
specifically, an utterance is deemed to be impolite if it clashes with the expectations of 




al. (2017) further argued that if impoliteness is generally considered (without modifier 
linguistics), then it has been investigated from an extensive range of disciplines, with each 
approaching different labels based on how they deal with language. For instance, different 
studies found hostile interpersonal communication and these include: hostile interpersonal 
communication in communication; verbal aggression in social psychology; verbal abuse in 
sociology; verbal conflict in conflict studies; and rudeness in history (Culpeper et al., 2017). To 
sum up, linguistic impoliteness covers an extensive range of social relationships and situations, 
with the inclusion of the means of achieving impoliteness in its entirety, or in predominant 
linguistics as with the digital media of text messaging in the form of Twitter, blogs, emails and 
the like (Culpeper et al., 2017). Studies of this calibre have also focused, despite of the lack of 
exclusivity, on communicative behaviours that are aligned with its background in pragmatics 
(Culpeper et al., 2017).  
2.8.6 Nature of Culpeper’s (1996) Framework for Impoliteness and Justification for its Use 
in this Study 
Culpeper (1996) was the first scholar to elaborate comprehensively on impoliteness in 
his path-breaking paper ―Towards an anatomy of impoliteness‖ focusing on how it operated. He 
argued that a satisfactory explanation of the dynamics of interpersonal communication 
necessitates deliberation of intimidating as well as co-operative communication. Therefore, 
impoliteness as the reverse of politeness theory was proposed. Culpeper believed that Brown and 
Levinson's (1987) model of politeness was capable of intensifying and accounting for 
impoliteness by theorising face redress and FTAs. However, such expansion, according to 
Culpeper (1996), included structuring a framework for impoliteness in relation to politeness 




account of the dynamics of interpersonal communication requires consideration of hostile as well 
as co-operative communication. Therefore, he proposed the inclusion of impoliteness as the 
reverse of politeness theory. He argued that some intents are polite; however, no amount of 
polite purpose could eliminate the impoliteness of some acts such as the request: ―Do you think 
you could possibly not pick your nose?‖. The super-strategies, proposed by him, are opposite to 
those of politeness in terms of their tendency to attack ―face‖. His five impoliteness super-
strategies are in parallel with Brown and Levinson's (1987) four politeness super-strategies; 
however, they have the opposite effects on interaction.  
Table 5: Brown and Levinson‟s (1987) and Culpeper‟s (1996) Strategies 
No. Brown and Levinson's (1987) 
Politeness Strategies 
Culpeper’s (1996) Impoliteness 
Strategies 
1 Bald on-record politeness: 
Face-Threatening Act (FTA) is 
performed in the most direct, 
clear, unambiguous and concise 
way possible 
Bald on-record impoliteness: 
FTA performed in a direct, clear 
unambiguous and concise way in 
circumstances where face is not irrelevant 
or minimised 
2 Positive politeness:  
The use of strategies designed to 
redress the addressee‘s positive 
face-wants 
Positive impoliteness: 
The use of strategies designed to damage 
the addressee‘s positive face 
3 Negative politeness:  
The use of strategies designed to 
redress the addressee‘s negative 
face wants 
Negative impoliteness:  
The use of strategies designed to damage 
the addressee‘s negative face wants 
4 Off-record: 
An FTA is performed where there 
is more than one unambiguously 
attributable intention so that the 
actor cannot be held to have 
committed himself/[herself] to 
one particular intent 
Sarcasm or mock politeness:  
The FTA is performed with the use of 
politeness that is obviously insincere, and 
thus the politeness remains a surface 
realisation 
5 Withhold the FTA Withhold the act:  







Culpeper (1996) has added a fifth category to Brown and Levinson's (1987) politeness 
strategies. He argues that some aspects of politeness have not been represented properly in 
Brown and Levinson's politeness model. Therefore, Culpeper believes that Brown and 
Levinson's model is not adequate to address impoliteness. It should be noted that Brown and 
Levinson‘s model of politeness fails to adequately cover aggressive, careless, insulting, offensive 
and subversive speech acts that are often noticed online in the online interactions of youngsters.  
For Brown and Levinson (1987), impolite speech acts are abnormal, anomalous and of little 
concern as they exclude the standard expectations of pleasant behaviour. Online communication 
is an unavoidable reality today and in such communication, there are people who are not afraid 
to attack others in order to please themselves. And such speech acts are very difficult to cover 
accurately under any of the strategies of politeness as the theory of politeness mostly focuses 
upon politeness and requests. Dalton (2013) finds one more fault in the theory of politeness. He 
states that politeness theory is silent about how a system of posting a topic on social media can 
theoretically work as an interactive or social prototype which is the main concern in this 
research. Understanding such limitations of politeness and the need for an impoliteness 
framework to study online impoliteness, I have used Culpeper‘s framework for the study of 
impoliteness strategies employed by the Saudi youths in their online interactions. While 
following the framework, I also share Beebe‘s (1995) observation that impoliteness is not just 
the opposite of politeness. It is independently goal driven. Therefore, my focus will be not only 
on the impolite expressions but also on what constitutes impoliteness in the Saudi Arabian 




2.9 Language, Saudi Arabian Culture and Norms of Politeness and Impoliteness 
Language and culture are closely interconnected (Mahadi & Jafari, 2012). Culture has 
been broadly defined as shared norms, values and markers that a specific group/community share 
(Stanger et al., 2017). It is a collective phenomenon, owing to the fact that it is shared or partially 
shared with people who live in the same social environment, where it is mutually understood. It 
comprises unwritten social rules (Hofstede, Hofstede, & Minkov, 2010, p. 6). Moreover, the 
shared values, practices, symbols and rituals of a culture make the individuals practising it stand 
out from other social groups (Stanger et al., 2017). It should be noted that the cultural norms 
govern the use of language and its appropriateness with people in different contexts. Saudi 
Arabian culture is very particular about it and details how language should be used with people 
based on their place in the family and society, social status, age, and gender.  As a cultural norm, 
basically, humility is of utmost importance (Al-Bukhari, 1987; Almakrami, 2015). From a 
religious perspective, in Islam, being humble is a must in any interaction with people; while 
based on social norms, an individual should show dignity. This is evidenced by Samarah (2015) 
when he described humility among Arabs as something that does not equate to loss of dignity or 
face, but is something that displays a greater level of respect on the basis of religious and social 
standing. ―Face‖ is very important in Arab culture. It denotes ―respect‖, ―honour‖, ―dignity‖ and 
even ―shame‖. It makes people abide by the cultural codes of politeness as Arabs believe that to 
show respect to others implies paying respect to the self. That is why they have their own, 
distinct strategies of showing politeness and impoliteness. Bataineh (2013) reports that 
significant numbers of studies have been conducted on Arabic politeness—a topic that can be 
traced back to the work conducted by Ferguson on Syrian Arabic (1967; 1976; 1983). This was 




Davies (1987); Farghal and Borini (1996); Al-Nasser (1993); Al-Ammar (2000); Emery (2000); 
Bataineh and Bataineh (2005, 2006, 2008); and Jarbou (2002).    
A study by El-Shazly (1993) showed that Arab speakers of English have a noticeable 
affinity towards using conventional indirectness. A study by Al-Ammar (2000) on realisations of 
requesting behaviour among Saudi female learners at Riyadh College of Arts also revealed that 
the subjects varied their requisite behaviour based on social situations. In research such as that of 
Tawalbeh and Al-Oqaily (2012) which focused on comparing Saudi students with their 
American counterparts, it was found that the Saudi Arabian participants varied their strategies 
based on social variables such as power and distance. Directness was the main strategy used by 
the Saudi Arabian participants while interacting with close friends to show closeness as opposed 
to impoliteness. 
In a related study, Al-Qahtani (2009) also examined the differences in the use of 
politeness strategies among females between spoken Saudi Arabic and spoken British English in 
the speech acts of offering and testing with the application of Brown and Levinson‘s (1987) 
model of politeness. Findings of her study revealed that there is high applicability of the model 
in the Saudi context and there existed significant differences among the Saudi Arabic group and 
the British English group among females based on their politeness strategies use in offers. 
Similar findings were also reported by Al-Shurafa (1997) focusing on the Hijaz Saudi dialect. 
Thus, Brown and Levinson‘s (1987) model of politeness has been successfully tested on some 
regional dialects in Saudi Arabia. However, it has yet to be tested on language use in online 




2.9.1 Religious Expressions and Politeness in Saudi Arabian Culture 
Another important aspect of Arab politeness and impoliteness is the influence of religion 
on the choice and use of language. In Arabic language, religious terms are often used to show 
politeness—this may be assumed as an expression of positive politeness (Emery, 2000). In this 
case, blessings are utterances that are aligned with the Islamic tradition; for instance, Bajri 
(2005) provided the following: 
- ―Allah yixalīk‖ هللا ٣ق٤ِي (May God preserve you)‖ 
According to Bajri (2005) the Saudi speakers employ blessings expressed in their politeness 
requests, for example: 
- ―Allah yirẓaʕalēkiهللا ٣و٠ٙ ػ٤ِي (May God be pleased with you), bring me a glass of 
water, please‖ 
- ―Allah yijzakxērهللا ٣غياى ف٤و (May Allah reward you with His blessings)‖ 
The strategy of swearing by God is a known characteristic used in Islamic societies when 
stressing heartfelt apologies.  
- ―sāmiħni, wallāh(i) ma kangaşdiٍبٓؾ٢٘٤؛ ٝهللا ٓب ًبٕ هٖل١ (Forgive me. I swear by God I 
did not mean it.)‖   
(Bajri, 2005) 
Religious expressions do form a significant part of politeness strategies among the Saudi 
people. These expressions and the norms of their use are explored in this research with the aim of 
elaborating on the nature of concepts of politeness and impoliteness in Saudi Arabian culture 




2.9.2 Gender and Intricated Politeness Norms in Saudi Arabian Culture 
Saudi Arabian society is composite of different tribes. It is governed by specific norms 
about politeness and impoliteness prevailing in these tribes and Saudi Arabian society in large. 
The head of the tribe commands respect and expects polite behaviour from the rest of the 
tribesmen. That is why Hofstede (1984) described the Arab culture as collectivistic, with family 
being the core of the community values that the Arab people hold in esteem and to which they 
are committed. In fact, the Arab is loyal to family, community, country friends and outsiders 
(Samarah, 2015). According to Bassiouney (2009), Arabs hailing from different countries 
consider themselves based on their tribe, their families and their country in that order. In Saudi 
Arabian culture, a characteristic of being social and polite is interrelated with a person‘s visits to 
their relatives at regular intervals (Almakrami, 2015). Saudis are also a religious society who pay 
attention to visiting relatives, meeting at mosques and attending social events (Al-Saggaf, 2012) 
and also have specific norms of politeness and impoliteness for the same.  
Focusing on the place of gender in the Saudi Arabian community, it should be noted that 
gender segregation is a specific part of Saudi culture and it affects every aspect of public and 
social life, including norms of politeness and impoliteness (Al-Saggaf, 2012). Women in the 
country are not allowed to mix with men who are not their relatives, particularly when they are 
on their own, in other words, only unmarriageable kin are allowed by religion to have physical 
contact with them (Al-Bukhari, 1987; Almunajjed, 1997; Al-Qardawi, 2007; Al-Saggaf & Begg, 
2004; Dakir & Shah, 2012; Padela & del Pozo, 2011; World Trade Press, 2010a). The primary 
aim behind gender segregation is to steer clear of adultery and to stop other men from breaching 
the family honour, or that of the lead male‘s honour (Almunajjed, 1997). The females are 




in the norms about politeness in the Saudi Arabian context as a mother, with her higher social 
and religious status in the Arab culture, can be impolite to her sons but vice versa cannot be 
tolerated.  
Moving on to tribal reputation, Saudi culture places high emphasis on family reputation 
or tribal reputation—with personal reputation in high regard (Almakrami, 2015). In this respect, 
women‘s reputation is held in high regard in Saudi Arabia, with tarnished reputation leading to 
serious outcomes for the women and their families (Almakrami, 2015). For instance, distributing 
women‘s photographs is forbidden and is deemed to be a form of attacking the individual‘s or 
her family‘s reputation that could even involve blackmailing (Al-Saggaf & Weckert, 2011). A 
recent case in point (2 February 2014) is when a popular Saudi newspaper, Okaz, reported the 
arrest of a Saudi man for threatening a Saudi girl so she would continue their illicit sexual 
relationship. He threatened to post her personal pictures on Facebook and Twitter (Okaz, 2014). 
This situation can sometimes have dire consequences in that Saudi females behaving in an 
unacceptable manner in a way that creates personal and family stigma could be killed by the 
male members of her family. This is done in order to remove the shame she has brought on the 
family although a man doing wrong may often get away with his crime (Almakrami, 2015).  This 
can be exemplified by the case, in 2008, where a young Saudi woman was murdered by her 
father for breaching the norms by talking to a male stranger through Facebook (Danielwicz-Betz, 
2013). Elaborating on gender and norms of face, politeness and impoliteness in the Saudi 
Arabian context, Stanger et al. (2017) state that the main critical value in Saudi Arabian culture 
is family honour, where family members are expected to display behaviour that protects the 
family honour at all times. The master/leader of the family is often the father/oldest son and all 




approval. In this background of the social setting of Saudi Arabia, the positive/negative outcome 
of female behaviours and actions affect the individuals as well as the whole family, and if the 
family honour is breached, then everything is considered lost. In fact, dishonour is significantly 
related to the misbehaviour of the female members when it comes to their chastity—any 
misbehaviour by a female member could lead to suspicion about her morality, the result of which 
the family will have to face (Al Lily, 2011). This leads to other practices and behaviours as well 
such as honour killing and boycotting.  
Reputation is the core of self that affects the centre of the Saudi identity (Solove, 2007) 
and hence a tarnished reputation is deemed to harm a conservative, religious, tribal and socially 
committed country (Almakrami, 2015). In this regard, if a Saudi tribe member misbehaves in a 
manner that is not accepted in society, the negative outcome or social stigma reflects on the tribe 
as a whole, and not merely on the misbehaving member (Al-Saggaf & Weckert, 2011). In other 
words, individuals, families and tribes have a basic fear of stigma scourge and this is not easily 
understandable (Almakrami, 2015).  
Moreover, speaking openly about sex, using obscene words and drinking alcohol are not 
acceptable in the Saudi Arabian society and these could engender divine retribution and social 
stigma among other societal members (Al-Saggaf, 2012). In addition to the mentioned values, 
other values are also shared, including modesty and honour (Bassiouney, 2009), as advocated by 
the Islamic religion and since the Islamic religion is the religious platform and guidance for day-
to-day lives in the Arab region, it plays a key role in forming the lifestyles of Muslims (Stanger 
et al., 2017) as well as their attitudes and behaviours. On the basis of Michell and Al-Mossawi‘s 
(1999) study, the influence of religion is reflected in every Muslim‘s life, whether in Islamic 




use,  behaviour and relationships. In this respect, Almakrami (2015) states that Islam plays a key 
role in the behaviour, norms, attitudes and practices in the Saudi Arabian society (Al-Saggaf, 
2012; Almunajjed, 1997). In Saudi Arabia, religious declarations known as fatwas are 
acknowledged and accepted as a law source (Amoudi, Albar, Bokhari, Yahya & Merdad, 2016). 
More importantly, the primary sources of the life practices in Saudi Arabia are the Quran, the 
Holy book revealed to Prophet Mohammad, and the Hadith, which holds Prophet Mohammad‘s 
(peace be upon him) sayings and practices (Nigosian, 1987; World Trade Press, 2010a) and these 
form the basis for various norms about how the language should be used politely. Saudi Arabia 
represents other Islamic countries although it has earned the moniker of being one of the most 
conservative cultures in the world, with a distinctive combination of Islamic and Arab traditions 
(Burkhart & Goodman, 1998; Bjerke & Al-Meer, 1993). It is therefore not surprising that 
religious values are interlinked with cultural values and, in the majority of cases, they difficult to 
separate, resulting in a culture that is rife with complexity (Stanger et al., 2017). According to 
Al-Saggaf (2011) the culture in Saudi Arabia is naturally religious, with religion and culture not 
only forming the attitudes and practices of its people, but also developing the reality of their 
daily lives.  
2.9.3 Kinship Terms and Expression of Politeness in Saudi Arabian Culture 
Another important aspect of Saudi Arabian culture is the use of kinship terms such as 
brother, sister, son, daughter, uncle, grandfather, and grandmother to express politeness. An 
example of how kinship functions within a culture was explored by Gaby (2017) who examined 
it in terms of Kuuk Thaayorre, an Australian Aboriginal language. In this language, kinship is 
categorised into different terms such as referential terms and vocative terms. The first one refers 




one refers to the relationship between the speaker and addressee (e.g., Father!). This is an 
important cultural category in the speech community as kin terms can be utilised to refer to any 
individual in the community, namely those who are related to the speaker and those who are non-
relatives (Sharifian, 2017). A related study was conducted by Kronenfeld (2015), who illustrated 
the relationship between culture and kinship language and noted that the focus of both has been 
on formal semantic analysis and use of kinship terminologies in the field of linguistic 
anthropology. In his article, ―Culture and kinship language‖, Kronenfeld (2015) explores kinship 
terms in different languages and cultures such as Hawaiian, Cheyenne, Iroquois, Dravidian, 
Crow, and Omaha. Based on the finding of his study, language serves as an invaluable laboratory 
for examining the language-culture relationship (Kronenfeld, 2015). Kinship terms play vital role 
in making the expressions polite and vice-versa in Saudi Arabian culture. Hariri (2017, p. 16) 
reports that terms such as ―أخ/أخذ /sister/brother‖ are deliberately used to make polite 
expressions, even with people not personally known, as it creates social harmony and intimacy 
through religious bonds as Islam preaches that all Muslims are brothers and sisters to each other 
and this is often deliberately reflected in the interactions of Saudis.   
2.9.4 Animal Terminologies and Expression of Politeness and Impoliteness in Saudi 
Arabian Culture 
Historically animals have been used metaphorically to point out positive and negative 
aspects in human beings. For example, Arabs often associate horses with positive values such as 
courage, strength and obedience. They also associate horses with the negative characteristic of 
being short-tempered. Scholars such as Kiełtyka and Kleparski (2007) have reported how names 
of certain animals have been used in metaphorically denoting certain derogatory characteristics. 




Arabic poems wherein they compare politicians with falcons, sparrows, ostriches and mules. 
Peled-Shapira (2009) also reported animal metaphors in the works of Communist exiled Iraqi 
writer Ghāʾib Ṭuʿmah Farmān where animals were used to depict the relationship between 
intellectuals and Iraqi authorities. Maalej‘s (2004) study has also elaborated on how Arabs used 
culturally tainted Arabic expressions such as bitch, camel, snake, hen, goat, storm, pan, and grain 
of wheat to express anger and impoliteness. This is also true with the Saudi Arabian people. The 
Saudis are also often observed using various animal terms such as fox, camel, and crawling 
creature to express positive and negative aspects of someone‘s behaviour as a norm of politeness 
and impoliteness in the Saudi Arabian culture. For example, they make metaphoric use of the 
word fox to talk about someone‘s shrewdness in politeness whereas the expression crawling 
creature is used to express impoliteness to someone.    
2.10 Politeness, Impoliteness and Computer-Mediated Communication  
Communication is indubitably a part of human existence through which social hierarchies 
are developed (Katerenchuk & Rosenberg, 2016). Research (Yaman, Hakkani- Tür & Tür, 2010) 
has found people modifying their communicational behaviour according to their collocutor. Such 
modifications reflect information concerning the participants to the conversation, whereas in our 
era, interactions have been shifted to the internet (Boyle & O‘Sullivan, 2016). In this context, 
computer-mediated communication is defined as any interpersonal exchange through the use of 
technology/media such as the internet and text messages using mobile technology (Boyle & 
O‘Sullivan, 2016). It enables the individual to access received and reciprocated messages 
throughout the day in varying contexts without having to depend on face-to-face interactions 
(Boyle & O‘Sullivan, 2016). Researchers have reached a consensus as to the commonalities 




(2015) contending that computer-mediated communication and face-to-face communication may 
not be truly separated as the separation between interactants brought norms to the keyboard and 
online interactions are inseparable. Despite the truth to this statement, there are digital 
communication aspects that are different from those of face-to-face interaction (Culpeper et al., 
2017) as in the later research Locher & Watts (2008) laid stress on the notion of appropriateness. 
The development of the internet has shifted a huge part of social interactions online and, through 
this means, people have made web communication a daily habit unconsciously (Katerenchuk & 
Rosenberg, 2016).  
As the phenomena of ―politeness‖ and ―impoliteness‖ also exist in the virtual world, 
scholars (e.g., Adel et al.; 2016, Harrison & Barlow, 2009; Park, 2008; Sifianou, 2015; Schallert 
et al.; 2009) have attempted to study it through computer-mediated communication. In this 
respect, the study by Schallert et al. (2009) revealed that synchronous computer-mediated 
discourse offered higher opportunity for information seeking, information providing, and social 
comments while asynchronous discussions developed the environment for generation of 
discussion, sharing of experience, explanation of ideas and evaluation of self. Li‘s (2012) study 
analysed the discourse employed in Wiki in the context of English as a foreign language in China 
and found that participants employed positive, negative and other strategies to create a friendly 
and united environment. Similar findings were reported by Luzón (2013) focusing on the use of 
(im)politeness strategies in the context of blog discussions among academic individuals. A study 
by Sifianou (2015) also concluded that the novel medium, online chatting, influenced the use of 
politeness strategies. 
After exploring these studies, as Boyle and O‘Sullivan (2016) point out, politeness in 




(im)politeness (Culpeper et al., 2017). The majority of digital media now possess a range of tools 
to inform others of one‘s behaviour as encoded into the media through spam filters, terms of 
service, blocks and report-abuse buttons, among others. Several ways also exist to reflect 
positive reactions and these include ―like‖, ―favorite‖, and ―share‖ buttons, establishing a sub-
text that (im)politeness may be continuously evaluated and declared on the web. Despite the fact 
that such (im)politeness is perpetually present in face-to-face interactions, in these actual 
interactions, there are no buttons that request our explicit sharing of our (im)politeness 
evaluation in our interactions (Culpeper et al., 2017). Also, both face-to-face and virtual 
communications place stress on the tone of communication in the way messages are received and 
interpreted and how they assist development of tasks and relationships (Wei, Crowston, Eseryel 
& Heckman, 2017). This can be explained based on the politeness theory—a theory that posits 
the way people phrase communications while taking the feeling of others into consideration 
(Brown & Levinson, 1987), thereby contributing to social relationship development as explained 
by Wei et al. (2017). Researchers revealed that politeness theory is particularly invaluable in the 
analysis of relational communication in the context of computer-mediated communication 
(Morand & Ocker, 2003). Although there have been many studies in this area, in the context of 
Saudi Arabia, studies of this calibre are still few. This may partly be because, in the context of 
Arab societies, the Islamic religion has a say in almost all aspects (Samarah, 2015). According to 
Samarah (2015), the discussion of politeness involves distinguishing between religion and social 
factors, and the roles both play in the Arab culture. He added that an individual has two primary 
demands from different directions, namely from religion and from society, and therefore an 




I will briefly shed light on the use of social media in Saudi Arabia before moving to politeness 
and impoliteness on these platforms.  
2.10.1 Social Media Use in the Kingdom of Saudi Arabia 
Social network sites are socio-technical systems that enable their users to extend their 
communities and develop and maintain novel relationships. More specifically, a social network 
site is defined as a web-based service allowing the following activities: constructing a public or 
semi-public profile within the system boundary, listing other users with whom a connection is 
shared, and viewing and traversing their list of connections in the system (Boyd & Ellison, 
2007). Similarly, Kietzmann, Hermkens, McCarthy, and Silvestre (2011) defined social media as 
an interactive web platform through which individuals and communities are able to share, co-
develop, discuss and change user-generated content. Social network sites, in their web-based 
service function, enable individuals to develop a profile, list users whom they are connected 
with, and view the connections of others in the system (Boyd & Ellison, 2007). The majority of 
traditional computer-mediated communities only display general and limited information 
concerning the self, including picture, location, recent posts and membership period (Almakrami, 
2015). In this regard, the way the person thinks about his or her personality can be viewed from 
his/her profile through posts, photos and comments (Kaskazi, 2014). This may be the reason why 
online social networks have shown increased proliferation and have penetrated all aspects of 
daily life in such a way that they have become similar to watching TV and using the phone 
(Boyd, 2014). Some individuals view them as facilitating meaningful relationships that link 
people, firms and other community social groups. The relationships nurtured may be with 




places where the communicative events occur are the social networking media, i.e., Facebook, 
Twitter, LinkedIn, StumbleUpon, YouTube and various social websites (Theodoropoulou, 2015). 
As the focus of this research is to find the ways through which Saudis construct their 
identities online, a social website has been selected as the focus social networking site. Although 
everyone constructs his/her identity in both the real and the virtual world, Saudi youth is selected 
to be examined here as they extensively utilise the social media and are engaged most of the time 
in online communication. Studies (Boyd, 2014; Nyland, Marvez, & Beck, 2007) have reported 
that adolescents and youth are strongly attracted to online social networks participation. 
According to the report from BBC News (2015), online network sites such as Facebook users in 
Saudi Arabia constitute 10% of the Arab region, while the country has the highest per-capita 
YouTube use compared to any country around the world. Such wide use of social networking 
sites and websites for online interactions by youth encourages the phenomenon. Focusing on 
Saudi Arabia and the Arab region in general, Facebook was found to be the top social 
networking site used by almost 91% of the people surveyed (Mourtada & Salem, 2014). This 
was followed by other social networking sites such as Google+ (70%), YouTube (60%), Twitter 
(57%), LinkedIn (37%) and Instagram (22%). This reflects the extent to which Saudi people use 
social media websites.   
It is for these reasons that this study focuses on Saudi youth, as they are reported to be 
utilising the social media often (Boyd, 2014; Hargittai, 2008; Lenhart & Madden, 2007; Nyland 
et al., 2007). Other studies by scholars such as Gross and Acquisti (2005), Lampe, Ellison and 
Steinfield (2006) and Stutzman (2006) have reported teens and youngsters constitute a 
significant portion of online social networks users, as evidenced by the fact that 80%–90% of 




Saudi Arabia is considered to be the largest social media market, with social media use 
encouraged through the high level of smartphone ownership and use (BBC News, 2015). Saudi 
Arabia boasts 2.4 million users constituting over 40% of all active Twitter users located in the 
Arab region (Go-Gulf, 2013), with clerics and royal family members among the top Twitter users 
(BBC News, 2015).  
With this background, it should be noted that although there have been studies on the use 
of social media in the Saudi Arabian context, the phenomena of politeness and impoliteness have 
not been at the centre of any noticeable research study. This is the main motivating force behind 
this research study.   
2.10.2 Politeness and Impoliteness on Social Media: Some Research Reports 
Social networking services provide novel ways for communication and interaction. 
Features which are noticeable in face-to-face communication, however, are not present in online 
written communication (Fahmee & Yong, 2016) and the only recourse for the users is to depend 
on visuals to develop and interpret meaning online (Maros & Rosli, 2017). In this regard, it 
becomes necessary to understand the way language via politeness is developed to mitigate the 
risk of being rude while getting the correct message across in online social sites such as Twitter  
(Maros & Rosli, 2017). This is because text relays meaning similar to spoken conversation 
(Herring, 2010). In addition to this, social networking services provide users with ample control 
over the presentation of themselves when they interact online (Stanger et al., 2017). Moreover, 
social media platforms make it possible for users to communicate and interact with others online 
on an extensive scale compared to off-line interactions (Stanger et al., 2017) and these services 
are distinct in that information flow is controlled by users within the platforms framework 




of users has become crucial for developers of social media, for planning businesses through an 
online marketing strategy, and for researchers of online interaction and online identity (Stanger 
et al., 2017).  
Focusing on specific interactions, online offences were listed by Dans (2016) after which 
the community was requested to act with kindness in communicating through social media. 
According to Pookulangara and Koesler (2011), the social network use of a consumer is affected 
by her/his culture, which is logical when a media environment depends on the generated content 
of the users. Meanwhile Kwon and Wen (2010) claimed that social factors and affective factors 
(factors that relate to feelings, attitude and moods) are crucial in explaining the social networking 
services use among people. Several prior studies dedicated to computer-mediated 
communication concentrated on the language and linguistics area, particularly on Facebook 
owing to the enriching data collected (Maros & Rosli, 2017). Data obtained from the context of 
the Middle East evidenced that social networking platforms and applications are widely used 
throughout the region, particularly among male youth. Also, more than 135 million internet users 
using social networking were reported in the Arab region in 2013 alone. Almost two thirds of the 
social media users were male users, and were below the age of 25 (GO-Gulf, 2013). This gender 
variation is greater when compared internationally.  
On the basis of the survey published by VitalSmarts as reported by Bennet (2013), over 
88% were of the consensus that people are not as polite when they use social media, 75% 
experienced online conflicts and arguments online as witnesses, and five users have limited in-
person contact with others because of what was said online (Bennet, 2013). In fact, users have 
become used to adopting brevity when communicating through writing and directness, and this 




A number of politeness-dedicated studies have been carried out from different 
perspectives; for instance, the pragmatic perspectives of Twitter were examined by Oliveira 
(2010), where he claimed that the sphere of Twitter is a not a place for the politeness concept. In 
the realm of the virtual world, the messages‘ disembodiment results in lessened political 
instances in what is known as a control form of indiscipline and resistance (de Oliveira, 2010). 
Consequently, the users have no recourse but to accept the rules and prevent themselves from 
sending problematic messages that could be detrimental to themselves and others (Maros & 
Rosli, 2017). Studies of this nature also include Oktaviani and Latturakhmi‘s (2013) study in 
which interviews were conducted with different generations (youth and lecturers) to examine the 
way social media use has changed their language use and the politeness perception through the 
use of Goffman‘s face concept (1967) and the FTAs of Brown and Levinson. Based on the 
study‘s findings, media use, including social network sites, have to be monitored effectively as it 
may affect the language habit of the new generation and, ultimately, change their cultural 
perception of politeness. This was further extended by Rentel (2014) who focused on Twitter in 
his study of private communication, examining 50 Italian private tweets. Based on the 
highlighted findings, there is a high rate of hedging strategies employed to mitigate claims, 
where meta communication works towards building relationships, asking questions to be polite, 
and using gratitude expressions to apologise to relay esteem for the addressee.  
In Malaysia, several studies have been devoted to language and politeness in social media 
networking focused on the nationals, and these included Maros and Rosli (2017), Thayalan, 
Shanti, & May Liu Siaw Mei (2012) and Nabila (2014). More specifically, Maros and Rosli 
(2017) examined language in Twitter updates among Malaysian female undergraduates and the 




frequency: positive politeness, bald on-record, off-record and negative politeness. Positive 
politeness was the most used owing to the CMC nature that advocates interpersonal 
communication and expression. In Nabila‘s (2014) study, a study of language and politeness 
strategies among Malaysian online users also showed positive politeness to be the top used 
strategy in politeness use in their chats. Moreover, positive politeness covers the following sub-
strategies: giving gifts to the hearer, offering sympathetic advice, and impersonalising the 
speaker/hearer. The study noted two stereotypical types of politeness, namely females are more 
polite than their male counterparts, and the youth use more positive politeness strategies in 
comparison to their older counterparts. Finally, Malaysian news bloggers were considered polite 
by Thayalan et al. (2012) through their use of positive and negative politeness strategies. They 
observed nine tactics used to save face, with using jokes and in-group markers among the top. To 
preserve a harmonious virtual communication, some bloggers functioned as the gatekeepers of 
the group.  
In the Saudi Arabian context, Hariri (2017) investigated and analysed the key areas of 
politeness in email correspondence between Saudi Arabian students and lecturers. A total of 140 
emails formed her research data. Her findings revealed that there was no clear-cut boundary 
between the politeness classifications as were implied in Brown and Levinson (1987).  These 
findings are important for the purpose of my study as I intend to test the same Brown and 
Levinson (1987) model for social media data in the Saudi Arabian context and to see to what 
extent the strategies of politeness suggested by Brown and Levinson are relevant in the Saudi 




2.11 Research Question about Politeness and Impoliteness Strategies in Saudi Youths’ 
Online Communication 
Politeness and impoliteness are complex, comprehensive, culture-specific and context-
specific phenomena and need broad and thorough investigation to understand in specific cultures 
and contexts.  What is polite in one culture or context may be construed as impolite in another 
and therefore one needs to be very careful about culture-specific and context-specific 
communications. In the sections above, I have attempted to sum up the complex phenomenon of 
politeness and impoliteness in the Saudi Arabian culture. Many factors such as culture and 
religious norms, gender, age, and social status of an individual govern the phenomena of 
politeness and impoliteness in the Saudi Arabian context as mentioned in section (2.9).  
Therefore, I attempted to test this phenomenon of politeness and impoliteness against 
existing notable theories in the field, namely Brown and Levinson‘ (1987) theory of politeness 
and Culpeper‘s (1996) theory of impoliteness. The second research question of my study—
Which strategies are used by Saudi Arabian young adults to be polite/impolite in their online 
communication?—revolved around this. I explored the politeness and impoliteness strategies 
used by the Saudi Arabian youths in their online communication to be polite and impolite with 
their fellow interlocutors. In order to categorise the politeness strategies they used, Brown and 
Levinson‘s (1987) theory of politeness was employed as it is a widely used theory that has been 
applied to data from different cultures. As the phenomenon of politeness is incomplete without 
the study of impoliteness, so Culpeper‘s (1996) theory of impoliteness was utilised to categorise 
the impoliteness strategies used by the Saudi Arabian youths in their online communication. The 




impolite only and involves both elements and thereby needs to be studied using these two 
theories to gain a thorough understanding of the notions. 
The need to formulate a research framework which combines both theories is justified to 
understand the notions of politeness and impoliteness thoroughly in the Saudi Arabian culture 
and particularly in the online communication context. The new contribution to these two 
theories, in terms of Saudi Arabian cultural context specific strategies of politeness and 
impoliteness will also be detailed in the findings and discussion sections of this research.    
2. 12 Language, Gender and Notions of Politeness and Impoliteness 
Language and gender have been researched extensively to conclude that women do use 
language differently to men (Lakoff, 1975). In addition to this, the gender-
politeness/impoliteness interrelationship, characterised by complexity, has been examined from 
several research angles in the last four decades, specifically in the linguistic fields of pragmatics 
and sociolinguistics (Culpeper et al., 2017). Pioneering studies of politeness that preceded Brown 
and Levinson‘s (1978, 1987) and Leech‘s (1983) study included Lakoff‘s (1975) study that laid 
stress on the overreaching invaluable need to explore linguistic politeness (Culpeper et al., 2017). 
To date, the theoretical and methodological explorations in the areas of gender and language 
show that this increased interest in the study of this relationship will contribute to the literature 
on the politeness topic (Culpeper et al., 2017). More recently, gender has been extensively 
conceptualised as a characteristic that is both negotiated and performatively constituted as 
opposed to inherently possessed that can simply be considered from the context of sex 
classification (Butler, 1990). In fact, pioneering studies on gender and politeness show a 
tendency to focus on gender differences in the use of politeness (Coates, 2004), frequently citing 




The change in the way gender is theorised is a significant marker of the distinction between 
the social and biological form and a disregard of binaries deadlock and sweeping statements of 
the way the genders generally talk (Culpeper et al., 2017). Higher sophistication attributed to the 
theoretical development and methodological framework has led to the provision of deeper insight 
into the nuances and complexity of the gender and (im)politeness interrelationship (Culpeper et 
al., 2017). Evidently, the most influential work in the field is attributed to Butler‘s (1990) theory 
of gender performativity that is based on Austin‘s (1962) theory of language ability to describe 
the world and to shape it. Based on Butler (1990), gender is a verb and it refers to something that 
people do and not something they inherently have. Butler (2011) further claimed that the 
interactants of linguistic resources draw on the enacting of gender‘s effects on the generation of 
social reality, whereby stress is laid on the relational nature of the gender enactment and its 
significance in research. In this, it emphasises the important points of overlap between gender 
and (im)politeness (Culpeper et al., 2017).  
With regard to the assessments of whether particular linguistic behaviour types are 
considered to be polite or otherwise are determined to be interactionally realised and socially 
integrated (Culpeper et al., 2017). Lakoff‘s (1975) significant contribution to the study of gender 
and (im)politeness lies in the fact that he was the initial instigator of the field and his 
demonstration of the issues raised has remained important even today. Recent research on gender 
and impoliteness also includes the work by Mills (2002). Mills (2002) has investigated the effect 
of impoliteness on groups. Her work also elaborates on the role gender plays in conventions 
about who can be impolite to whom, and who needs to repair the damage (2002). This is 
essential to see whether these arguments are true with Saudi Arabian women and their language 




It is generally said that women are more polite than men (Holmes, 1995). Women are 
often portrayed as ―being nice‖ and ―cooperative‖ and tend to use positive politeness strategies 
more than men. In the Saudi Arabian context, Al-Shlool (2016) compared the politeness and 
impoliteness strategies used by males and females and concluded that the participants used 
politeness strategies more than impoliteness strategies. It was also reported that males used 
negative politeness strategies more, whereas females used positive strategies more. The findings 
of this study are also important as they report the online polite and impolite behaviour of the 
Saudi youths which is also the concern of this study.  
2.13 Language, Identity and Notions of Politeness and Impoliteness 
Language used to construct the identity of an individual has been elaborated on in the 
earlier sections. While discussing the phenomena of identity, politeness and impoliteness, it is 
interesting to note that despite the conceptual proximity of identity to face, (im)politeness 
research has largely ignored the concept until recent times and this may be attributed to the 
traditional approach of the two fields (Culpeper et al., 2017). In fact, politeness literature mostly 
depended on the framework proposed by Brown and Levinson (1978, 1987) that is top-down 
oriented (Culpeper et al., 2017). In this regard, discursive identity models have been significantly 
affected by constructionism and are bottom-up oriented (Culpeper et al., 2017). This leads to a 
crucial issue of misalignment until the introduction of discursive approaches in the millennium 
(Eelen, 2001; Mills, 2003; Watts, 2003) that took a bottom-up approach to (im)politeness studies 
(Culpeper et al., 2017). It was also around these years that scholars began incorporating the 
identity concept into their (im)politeness accounts (Culpeper et al., 2017), with identity being a 




Identity based on Bucholtz and Hall‘s (2005) study is the social position of the individual 
and others (Bucholtz & Hall, 2005), indicating that as opposed to the self being considered as a 
self-contained entity manipulated by the individual, it should be viewed as relational. This means 
that it constitutes interaction with others. Bucholtz and Hall‘s (2005) study deemed identity as 
constructed inter-subjectively and not individually, and it is interactionally emergent and not 
appropriated in an a priori fashion.  
Therefore, language analysis allows the tracking of the ways of which identity is 
developed, with evaluation being a major concept, where individuals develop hypotheses on the 
types of language and behaviour suitable in their community of practice. In turn, behaviour will 
be aligned to what is believed as the potential evaluations (Culpeper et al., 2017), in what is 
evidently where the importance lies relative to the politeness analysis, that is, in essence, 
evaluative (Eelen, 2001).  
With any interaction (offline or online), a part of the individual‘s behaviour is the creation 
of identity and the development of relationship with the audience (Culpeper et al., 2017), 
necessitating the examination of computer-mediated identities as one of the elements of digital 
(im)politeness (Culpeper et al., 2017).  
However, in contrast to the identity construction in a face-to-face context, CMC users 
frequently have more control over the presentation of self. In the realm of the internet, the 
possibilities of developing alternative identities is among the most major features but in face-to-
face interactions, limitations are placed on the person‘s identity development at one point in 
time; in other words, individuals are not able to change their physical appearance when they 
want to in that instant. Nevertheless, Reid (1994) indicated that anonymity and physical distance 




2001). In this context, users can create and modify online content and create and explore 
identities that they could adopt that they may never be able to offline. Simultaneously, other 
users can equate the discrepancies between both identities (online and offline). This leads to the 
addressing of the issue that academic research may discuss the identity in terms of its mutability 
perspectives and multi-faceted nature but users may interpret this to be far more simple 
(Culpeper et al., 2017).  
The difficulty lies in the classification of online identities in the digital context owing to 
the nature of the different media and the layperson‘s understanding and expectations of 
individuals‘ participation in the digital realm (Culpeper et al., 2017). Similarly, Graham‘s (2015) 
impoliteness study considered the concept as an element of transition to becoming member of the 
in-group in an online literary discussion board. Also, Haugh et al. (2015) examined the identities 
of the ―newbie‖, an inexperienced newcomer, on a discussion board, while Kleinke and Bös 
(2015) examined strategies of rudeness among in-group and out-group members which implies 
interactions between members of the same group and members from different groups 
respectively. On the whole, the topic is still largely unexplored. According to Locher et al. 
(2015) in their investigation into how the identity and relationships work on Facebook, studies 
dedicated to the identities individuals claim in computer-mediated communication and 
community/group are still lacking. 
2.14 Research Question about Comparative Analysis of Identity Construction and 
(Im)politeness Strategies 
As one of the aims of my research study, different identity construction strategies, 
namely linguistic and nonlinguistic as well as politeness and impoliteness strategies, will be 




third research question of my study—In what sense are these online identity construction and 
politeness strategies similar and, at the same time, different, inter-regionally as well as cross-
culturally?—was intended to offer in-depth analysis and thorough understanding of these 
phenomena. After analysing and categorising different online identity construction strategies, 
both linguistic and nonlinguistic, I will discuss them in terms of their similarities and differences 
inter-regionally and cross-culturally. The studies from across the cultures will be the foundation 
for this analysis and discussion which will be elaborated on in the discussion section of this 
research. 
To sum up, in this study, not only online identity construction strategies will be compared 
and analysed inter-regionally and cross-culturally but also the politeness and impoliteness 
strategies. I will also discuss how the politeness and impoliteness strategies used by the Saudi 
Arabian youths are similar and different not only inter-regionally, based on the data collected 
from the participants through interviews, but also cross-culturally based on literature on the 
topic. These politeness and impoliteness strategies, along with Saudi Arabian culture specific 
strategies will be elaborated on and discussed as a new contribution of the study in the findings 
and discussion sections of this research.   
 
2.15 Research Questions  
1- What strategies are used by Saudi Arabian young adults to construct their different socio-
cultural identities in online communication on a social website? 
2- Which strategies are used by Saudi Arabian young adults to be polite/impolite in their 
online communication? 
3- In what sense are these online identity construction and politeness strategies similar and, 




2.16 Conclusion  
In this chapter, I attempt to define and describe important concepts, notions, terms and 
theories related to the topic investigated. I also reviewed and reported on important research 
studies which have been undertaken by scholars on identity, identity construction, the role of 
language in the construction of various identities such as social class identity, regional identity, 
tribal identity, religious identity, gender identity, notions of politeness and impoliteness, and 
theories of politeness and impoliteness. I began by defining the concept of identity and then 
elaborating on how language and other nonlinguistic means are used by people to construct their 
regional, religious, tribal, and gender identities. Adequate theoretical background to the same 
was also offered in the introductory section. Later I moved to the notions of politeness and 
impoliteness. I defined the notions in light of the views of notable research scholars in the field 
and then moved to the theories of politeness and impoliteness. As the central focus in the study, 
Brown and Levinson‘s (1987) theory of politeness was elaborated on, explaining the strategies 
and sub-strategies. This was followed by the introduction to the theory of impoliteness by 
Culpeper (1996). The reasons for selecting Culpeper‘s framework were also discussed, providing 
justification for the same.  
 As the concepts of politeness and impoliteness are culture dependent, background was 
provided as to the notion of politeness and impoliteness in the Saudi Arabian culture and context. 
It was elaborated on as to what constitutes polite behaviour and what is impolite in Saudi 
Arabian culture. I also reported on the research findings of scholars on the topics of social media, 
the use of social media in the Saudi Arabian context, the phenomena of politeness, and politeness 
and impoliteness in the interactions on social media and the strategies used by online users to be 




been many studies on politeness and impoliteness, on identity construction and on social media, 
these have been conducted as separate research topics (see Significance of the study, section 
1.3). Therefore, this study is justified and aims to bridge the gap in the literature on this topic, 





Chapter 3: Methodology 
3.1 Introduction 
This chapter gives details on the research methodology selected, the research design 
applied, the participants of the study, the data collection instruments used and the procedures 
followed while collecting techniques and analysing the data. These have been organised under 
different sections. Section 3.2 elaborates on the research method used and the research design 
applied in the current study. Section 3.3 provides details on the participants of the study. Section 
3.4 elaborates on the data collection instruments used in the study to collect the research-related 
data. Section 3.5 gives details of the ethical considerations taken into consideration while 
collecting the data. Section 3.6 describes the procedures followed while collecting and analysing 
the data.  
3.2 Research Methodology and Research Design  
The present study examined three main aspects: first, to determine the linguistic 
strategies used by Saudi Arabian young adults to construct their various social identities in online 
communication on a social website; second, to investigate the strategies used by Saudi Arabian 
young adults to be polite/impolite in their online communication; and finally, to determine in 
what sense are these online identity construction and politeness strategies similar and, at the 
same time, different, inter-regionally as well as cross-culturally. The choice of mixed 
methodology was made with the basic assumption that the use of quantitative as well as 
qualitative approaches would better answer the research questions than the use of individual 
methods (Creswell, 2012). According to Creswell (2003, p. 16), in a mixed method approach, a 
researcher bases knowledge claims on pragmatic or rational grounds. Dornyei (2007, p. 44) also 




quantitative methods within a single research project‖. This combination helps the researcher to 
apply multiple research methods which may be beneficial in avoiding any limitations that may 
arise from depending exclusively on one particular research method. Adopting mixed methods 
also offers different perspectives on a dataset due to the combination of different approaches. It 
is assumed that quantitative analysis helps the researcher to gain information about the frequency 
of patterns observed in the collected data whereas a qualitative analysis offers in-depth 
knowledge about any specific feature of the data. As this study included the investigation of the 
phenomena of identity construction as well as politeness and impoliteness, the mixed method 
was selected. Previous (im)politeness studies by scholars such as Das and Herring (2016), Mills 
(2003) and Culpeper (2011) have also adopted a mixed methods approach. To seek answers the 
research questions, a sequential explanatory design was used: a quantitative study followed by 
qualitative study was employed as it suited the aims of the study as well as the nature of this 
research. The study first conducted a quantitative analysis of identity construction strategies and 
politeness and impoliteness strategies. It then employed a qualitative approach to gain a thorough 
understanding of these strategies. Therefore, the choice of sequential explanatory design is 
justified. Riazi & Candlin (2014) argue that MMR or mixed method research enables researchers 
to focus on the comparative assets of quantitative and qualitative research and then incorporate 
these in a single research design so that the positive aspects of each method are maximised and 
the weakness in them are minimised. They have also elaborated on different paradigms informed 
by the MMR namely ―critical realism, critical theory or transformative learning, and pragmatism 
as potential foundations for MMR research‖ (P.140). Out of these three paradigms, this study 
aligned itself with pragmatism. This choice of pragmatism was due to the reason that it focuses 




researchers following this paradigm of MMR choose their research questions as a springboard to 
select appropriate research method and approach. This, in turn, helps them to investigate their 
research questions in better ways by mixing methods rather than opting for only one method 
which may not adequately address their research problems. That is why MMR design was 
utilised in this research study to investigate the stated research questions of this study. In this 
regard, Ivankova, Creswell and Stick (2006) also argue that the mixed-methods sequential 
explanatory design implies ―collecting and analysing quantitative and then qualitative data in two 
consecutive phases within one study‖ (p. 1). Thus, the method consisted of two main sequential 
phases: 1) a quantitative study, and 2) a follow-up qualitative study.  This is summarised in the 
following figure (Figure 5): 
 
Figure 5.  Research methodology and the research design of the study 
The analysis of the first phase informed the writing of the interview questions for the second 
phase. In the first quantitative phase, an online observation was used to answer research 
questions one and two. At the same time, a quantitative analysis was conducted of the posts and 
responses to the posts on the social website by the participants with focus on frequency counts of 
typical recurring expressions by some participants to deconstruct their identity construction 




were conducted to answer research question three. These qualitative data provided more in-depth 
information of the phenomena investigated in the study. 
3.3 The Participants of the Study 
The participants of this study were online social website users. They were Saudi Arabian 
young adults (male, female) and the most common age range of participants was between 18 and 
30 years. Algabbaa‘s (2015) study considers Saudi Arabian young adults below the age of 30 
years. They were chosen as the focus group of investigation being more commonly involved in 
online interactions and communications through social media and social websites. This fact has 
been supported by previous studies which have claimed that adolescents and youth are strongly 
attracted to Online Social Networks (OSN) participation (e.g., Boyd, 2014; Hargittai, 2008; 
Lenhart & Madden, 2007; Nyland et al., 2007). Other studies such as Gross and Acquisti (2005), 
Lampe, Ellison and Steinfield (2006) and Stutzman (2006) stated that teens and young adults 
constitute a significant portion of OSN users, as evidenced by the fact that 80%–90% of college 
students and teens have OSN profiles. 
The participants‘ selection process went through inclusion and exclusion criteria. The 
inclusion criteria included: a) any Saudi young adults from 18 to 30 years of age, and the 
exclusion criteria included: b) unable or unwilling to provide their consent, c) non-Saudi young 
adults. A total of 158 participants (88 males and 70 females) took part in the study. They were 
from different regions: East, North, South, West and Centre of Saudi Arabia. The decision to 
involve participants from all the Saudi regions was purposeful in order to make the data more 
diverse in nature. Participants took part in the study by registering to the social networking 




This Facebook-like social website (described below in section 3.4.1) was created by the 
researcher to collect the research data from the selected participants. Existing social media 
websites such as Facebook were not selected as it raised ethical questions of data protection of 
the participants as Facebook kept the data on its backup servers even after deleting online 
profiles. However, the creation of the Facebook-like social networking website served the 
purpose of data collection and was helpful in observing ethical considerations as the complete 
website was deleted permanently as soon as the required research data were collected. 
Of these 158 participants, five participants (three males and two females) were selected 
for interviews as representative of each tribe, gender and region. There have been previous 
studies with a similar nature of research. For example, Huber (2015) collected 400 posts from 40 
mixed gender (male and female) participants. Saidi and Khosravi (2015) included 60 participants 
(30 male, 30 female). Izadi and Zilaie (2012) collected data from 25 participants of both genders. 
Theodoropoulou‘s (2015) study included 400 online users. 
The details of the participants such as gender and region-wise distribution are tabulated 
below in Table 6. 
Table 6: Details of the Participants of this Study 
Region of the 
Participants 




Male Female  
Centre 17 17 34 28 
West 16 9 25 29 
North 26 23 49 26 
South 16 9 25 29 
East 13 12 25 27 






3.4 The Data Collection Techniques 
The research data of the study were collected by means of a social network website and 
semi-structured interviews. These are explained below. 
3.4.1 Social Network Website 
As the study aimed to investigate the identity construction strategies and (im)politeness 
strategies used by the Saudi Arabian youths online, the data collection was centred on a social 
network website. Social media networks Facebook and Twitter were not selected due to privacy 
concerns and the rules regarding the same of the Australian government as these social media 
platforms would have kept a backup of the data of the participants and it was not possible to 
delete the participants‘ data from these websites after the completion of the research study. Due 
to such privacy concerns, a private social network website (www.ksayouth.net), similar to 
Facebook, was created only for the purpose of this research and it was closed immediately the 
data collection process was complete. The website was an open and public website meant for 
Saudi youths to share, comment, and post the content of their interest on the topic posted for 
discussion. The users of the website were only those who were participants who joined the study.  
After the website was created, the participants were invited to join the website by logging 
onto it. The advertisement for the same was put up on different online platforms such as 
Facebook, Twitter and Instagram. The announcement that was put up to recruit the participants is 
attached in Appendix C. After the participants joined the website, I posted different topics and 
invited participants to comment on the same. They were also invited to post topics of their 
choice. The details of the topics posted is attached in Appendix A. After two months from the 
first post on the website, data collection started in the form of screen shots of the participants‘ 




on any topic was two months from the first comment on the topic by participants. These 
comments of the participants, collected from the website in the form of screen shots, formed the 
core of the data of the research study for content analysis. Content analysis as a methodology 
originated with studies of newspaper content. According to Krippendorff (2004), it was 
traditionally utilised in the communication field. Various studies such as those of Berelson 
(1952), Kolbe & Burnett (1991), and Harwood and Garry (2003) have successfully used content 
analysis to achieve the aims of their studies. Following these studies, sample captures of the 
comments by the participants to different topics are attached in Appendix D.  
As social media research is gaining momentum, the data collection from these social 
media websites has emerged as a new data collection technique. Scholars such as Angouri and 
Tseliga (2010), Al-Shlool (2015), Culpeper (2011), Graham (2007), Hammod and Abdul-Rassul 
(2017), Hardaker (2010), Herring, Job-Sluder, Scheckler and Barab (2002) and Morand and 
Ocker (2003), to mention only a few, have successfully used social networking websites to 
collect the research data.  
3.4.2 Semi-Structured Interviews 
Following the quantitative content analysis of the social network website data, semi-
structured interviews were conducted with five randomly chosen participants as a follow-up 
qualitative study. A semi-structured interview uses a combination of unstructured and structured 
interview questions. In other words, it contains tightly controlled as well as open uncontrolled 
questions. Alshenqeeti (2014) argues that as qualitative researchers aim to offer thorough 
descriptions of entities and actions in their natural settings, the role of interviews as data 
collection for the same has been instrumental. Corbetta (2003) explains that in semi-structured 




(p. 270). Therefore, the interviewer is free to ask the questions she/he considers appropriate. 
She/he can give explanation to the respondent and can also ask for clarification if the answer is 
not clear. She/he may ask the respondent to explain further if and when necessary. Another 
benefit is that the interviewer can inquire about some specific details to explore new ideas which 
were not thought of initially (Gray, 2004).  David and Sutton (2004) also believe that semi-
structured interviews give a sense of order to the researcher, whereas Kajornboon (2004) 
believes that a researcher conducting semi-structured interviews is more free than the one 
conducting a structured interview. That is why Patton (2002) recommends semi-structured 
interviews to probe, explore and ask questions which will elucidate and illuminate a particular 
topic and its details in order to get thorough understanding of it.  
With such benefits in mind, semi-structured interviews were conducted with five 
participants (three males and two females). These participants were representatives of all the five 
regions and different tribes in Saudi Arabia. The interviews were conducted via Skype and were 
audio recorded. A female moderator was used to conduct interviews with female participants as 
Saudi Arabian culture does not permit a man to interact with a female who is a stranger. The 
questions for the interview were provided in advance and a pilot study was conducted with one 
male and one female student to make sure that there was no difficulty or ambiguity in the final 
draft of the questions. The questions were asked in Arabic as most of the participants did not 
understand and speak English well. An attempt was made to clarify any questions the 
respondents did not understand correctly. The questions of the interview are attached in 
Appendix B.  
The responses of the participants were subsequently transcribed verbatim and translated 




interview data implies transforming ―the recording into a textual form‖  
(p. 246). As the focus here was on gaining deeper understanding about identity construction 
strategies and politeness and impoliteness strategies from the participants, a conversation 
analysis type detailed description was not undertaken. The translation of the interview data as 
well as that of the website data were checked for accuracy by an expert and were approved with 
97% of accuracy. 
3.4.3 Committee to Substantiate Translation and Findings on Regional, Tribal words 
The study focused on regional, tribal and gender specific words used by participants in 
the Kingdom of Saudi Arabia to construct their various associated identities. These words have 
special regional, tribe specific meanings which are quite different from the Standard Arabic and 
these people use such words to show their distinct identity. Unfortunately, not much work has 
been done on these tribe or region specific words which people use to reflect their identities. 
Therefore, it was quite difficult to verify the authenticity of such words used by the participants 
online to show their specific local identities. To overcome this problem, the researcher set up a 
committee to validate the findings of this study. Five people were chosen as representatives from 
different regions (one from each region in Saudi Arabia). They belonged to different tribes 
(Alahmari, Alqahtani, Alasmariy, Alsharani, and Algamdia) and comprised both males and 
females. They were asked to validate the translation of the words, keeping in mind aspects such 
as appropriateness to the region, gender, tribe of participants. They verified the words and the 
tribesnames which were used by the participants. They verified that the words used by the 
participants were identical with the tribes of the participants. That is, those words were generally 
used by the members of those tribes to which those participants belonged. They were also 




and regional meanings.That is, they were requested to confirm if those words‘ translations were 
faithful and correct translations in relation to their meanings in their regions or in their tribes.  
3.5 Ethical Considerations 
Ethical considerations are important while carrying out a study that involves participants. 
With this in mind, all the necessary steps were taken to ensure the research followed all the 
ethical procedures recommended by the university. In this respect, the first step was to seek 
approval from the university‘s ethics committee. After the approval was obtained, the social 
networking website (www.ksayouth.net) was created to collect the research-related data and the 
participants were invited to join the website. It was voluntary for the participants to join and and 
also to leave at any point if they felt uncomfortable with any part of the data collection. They 
were made aware that they had the right not to answer the questions or to stop the data collection 
procedure at any point in the process. Also, during interviews, participants were interviewed 
individually through Skype so that their confidentiality could be maintained. All the required 
consents were obtained from the participants before collecting the data from them. In this 
respect, Page (2014) states that obtaining consent is a process through which researchers allow 
the contributors to ―negotiate, document and agree their contribution to a research project‖ (p. 
64). Eckert (2013) also points out that participants should be conscious of the research 
requirements, agree to take part and formally give their consent before joining in the research 
study as a way of ―establishing and maintaining trust‖ ( p. 14).  
With this in mind, a brief explanation of the aims, nature and scope of the research was 
provided to the participants and they were made aware of the role of their contribution in the 
research. The detailed invitation is attached in Appendix E. Once the participants had joined the 




if they agreed with what it said. They were asked to continue to contribute only if they agreed 
with the details in the consent form. A copy of the consent form is attached in Appendix F. 
During the data analysis stage, the names and all other private and identifying information, 
which was provided by the participants in their profiles, were removed so as to protect their 
privacy and assure their anonymity. The interview participants were coded as P1, P2, and P3.  
The data collected from the participants was stored in electronic files accessed by a 
password-protected computer in the School of Education. OneDrive, an online document storage 
system for PhD students was used to store the data. To protect the privacy of the participants, 
these electronic files will be deleted from computer hard-drives and servers, and electronic 
‗rubbish bins‘ will be emptied. All files will be held securely for a minimum of five years 
following the publication of reports or articles resulting from data generation and then will be 
securely deleted from servers and those in physical form will be destroyed. 
3.6 Procedures of Data Collection and Data Analysis 
As stated above, mixed methods were used for the data collocation and data analysis. 
This approach consisted of two main sequential phases: 1) a quantitative study (data collected 
from screen captures), and 2) a follow-up qualitative study (interview data). As a part of the 
quantitative data collection, a private social networking website was created only for the purpose 
of this research. The participants (Saudi youths) were invited through electronic newspapers as 
mentioned above. A notice was placed on the website, indicating that the content on the website 
would be used for research purposes but no identity of any participant would be exposed in any 
way. Those participants who agreed with the content of the consent form were chosen as the 
research participants. As part of the data collection, I posted different content (see Appendix A) 




the post or post their own content. After two months from the first post on the website by myself, 
I started collecting the data in the form of screen captures of the participants‘ comments in order 
to answer research questions 1 and 2. The cut-off time for discussion and commenting on any 
topic was two months from the first comment on the topic by participants.  
In online research, data are highly manipulated by users and the information on the 
internet is not secure: resources can suddenly be removed or be blocked depending on users‘ 
choices. It is possible that although participants had agreed to provide their comments and to 
participate in this project, they could delete their comments at any time and could withdraw at 
any time not only their participation but also their website membership. If they had removed 
their comments after participating in this study, the researcher needed to ascertain whether they 
had also withdrawn their participation from this study. Therefore, in order to monitor online data 
and to provide information about this project to the participants, I, as a participant observer, 
regularly participated in some activities such as writing comments, sending internal messages 
and responding to questions during the data collection and analysis procedure. However, when 
the conversation was initiated by the participants, I informed them in advance that the content of 
the conversation might be used for the study. 
The study‘s collection of data involved two strategies, namely frequency counts and 
interviewing. The first stage of this study was frequency counts. To analyse collected 
asynchronous web content data, the computer-mediated discourse analysis approach (Herring 
2004) was used. Screen captures were taken of website pages to collect asynchronous web 
content data. The discourse analysis and interactional approach of Bucholtz and Hall (2005) was 
used to study identity construction strategies and Blum-Kulka et al.‘s (1989) model of Cross 




code the politeness strategies used by the participants while commenting and reacting on the 
website. The second stage was interviews. The results from research questions 1 and 2 were used 
to design interview questions to answer research question 3. Interviews were conducted in order 
to gain more details on participants‘ use of specific strategies and the underlying reasons behind 
these by using the Skype audio-calling service. 
Thus, during the analysis stage, the collected data were examined in three steps to answer 
the research questions:  
The first step was to answer question 1. Thematic analysis of the content taken from the 
social website posts, comments and replies to comments was undertaken using the procedures 
from Creswell and Clark (2007, pp.72–74). The content was analysed at different levels such as 
phonological level (pronunciation of words in different regions), morphological, syntactic level, 
semantic level, pragmatic and discourse level and extra linguistic level (focusing on use of a 
specific picture in the profile, appreciating some pictures or figures associated with and revered 
by a specific tribe to show their identity through such extra linguistic features) in order to count 
frequencies of such use. Additional data were gathered from the use of different emoticons by 
participants associated with specific groups and an effort was made to see which emoticons were 
used more often by whom and what this revealed about their different identities. An attempt was 
also made to look for positive or negative reactions, coding themes, phrases, terms, and 
keywords. All of the above elements were used for the construction of various social, regional, 
and ethnic identities on the social website and its analysis was based on the researcher‘s 
knowledge and contributed to a data dictionary about Saudi Arabian language contents founded 
on elements drawn from the literature. Gee‘s (2014) approach to discourse analysis was also 




construction and discourse analysis as the process of deconstructing these strategies used by 
interlocutors to construct their various identities via language use. These analyses produced a set 
of the themes and tables explaining their relationships.  
In the second step, to answer question 2, a content analysis of posts, comments, replies to 
comments and posts on the social website was undertaken to see which strategies and sub-
strategies were being used by members of specific groups of the participants to be (im)polite, 
while commenting, posting, reacting to comments and posts on the social website through 
different speech acts such as requesting, apologising, complaining and complementing. The 
coding manual provided by Blum Kulka et al. (1989) was used for coding the strategies and 
Excel was used for frequency counts of different politeness strategies and sub-strategies.  
In the third step, the researcher‘s personal knowledge about perceptions of politeness in 
different regions and tribes and speech communities in Saudi Arabia was also used at this stage. 
Interviews were conducted with the participants to gain more details on their use of specific 
strategies and the underlying reasons behind this use as well as to discover the relationship 
between their being polite/impolite and their specific cultural, regional identity (if any) behind 
such use. Inter-regional and cross-regional comparison of respondents‘ politeness strategies was 
undertaken at this stage to gain more understanding of this use of identity construction online 
and offline. The phenomenon of identity construction was studied using the interactional 
approach (Bucholtz & Hall, 2005) that sees identity as emerging in interaction. 
This entire process of data collection and data analysis is summarised in the following 





Figure 6. Summary of data collection and analysis steps 
As shown in Figure 6, first of all screen captures were taken of participants‘ comments. 
These comments were analysed to find out different identity construction strategies, politeness 
strategies and impoliteness strategies. Based on these findings, interview questions were 




The findings obtained from each type of data are presented in separate chapters. Each 
chapter presents results in a thematic form which makes it more systematic, academic and easier 
for non-expert readers who may be interested in reading only specific results. In addition, each 
chapter answers one of the research questions. This makes the thesis more systematic both from 
the researcher‘s point of view as well as for readers.  
3.7 Summary 
In this chapter, I have described the methodological framework of the research and all 
other data collection related aspects. Details about the participants, the data collection 
instruments used and the choice of the same were summarised in light of the views of some 
scholars. I also provided details on how the data were collected and what steps and procedures 
were followed while collecting the research-related data. The ethical considerations were also 
outlined in the chapter. Some theoretical details about data analysis were also offered. The next 
chapter will elaborate in detail on the theoretical frameworks followed as well as the steps and 









Chapter 4: Identity Construction Strategies: Data Analysis, Results and 
Discussion (Research Question 1) 
4.1 Introduction  
In the previous chapter, the methodology was outlined and discussed including the data 
collection instruments used, ethical considerations observed, and the process and procedures 
followed while collecting the data. In this chapter, the techniques and procedures of data analysis 
are outlined and discussed. Following this, the results of both the quantitative and qualitative 
analyses are presented and discussed in the light of the aims of the study, research questions 
raised and the available literature on the topic to draw implications.  
4.2 Data Analysis  
The study involved two types of data: quantitative data (discussion logs captured from a 
Saudi Arabian social networking website) and qualitative data (from interviews). As discussed in 
the previous chapter, the data centred on a social network website and the interviews. The 
quantitative data were collected in the form of screen captures from a private social network 
website (www.ksayouth.net/), which was similar to Facebook. Follow-up qualitative data were 
collected through semi-structured interviews. The data were analysed at five levels. First, the 
quantitative data were analysed to gain a thorough understanding of how the Saudi Arabian 
youths constructed their social, gender, tribal, religious, and regional identities and which 
different linguistic strategies they employed to construct these identities. This was intended to 
gain answers to the first research question in the study—What strategies are used by Saudi 
Arabian young adults to construct their different socio-cultural identities in online 
communication on a social website? The detailed analysis of this is presented in sections 4.3.1 




4.3.1.5, 4.3.1.7, 4.3.2.1, 4.3.2.3, 4.3.2.5, and 4.3.2.7 below. As this research question involved 
the investigation of not only the linguistic strategies but also the nonlinguistic strategies, so the 
data were analysed to this end to seek answers to this nonlinguistic strategies aspect in research 
question 1. At this level, the data were analysed to gain understanding into how the participants 
used different nonlinguistic strategies to construct their various identities online. To this end, the 
images posted by the participants as well as images used in their profile pictures were analysed. 
These images were classified under different categories such as region-specific images, tribe-
specific images, gender-specific images, and religion-specific images. These classified images 
were then analysed to see which nonlinguistic strategies were used by the participants to 
construct their various identities. The detailed analysis of the nonlinguistic strategies used to 
construct various identities and the results obtained are given below in section 4.3.2 and its sub-
sections.  
 At the third level, the data were analysed to gain a thorough understanding of the 
politeness strategies used by the Saudi Arabian youths online. The aim at this stage was to find 
answers to the second research question of the study—Which strategies are used by Saudi 
Arabian young adults to be polite/impolite in their online communication? As the study aimed to 
identify the strategies used by the Saudi Arabian youths for being polite as well as for being 
impolite, the data were analysed at this stage following prominent frameworks in politeness and 
impoliteness research. To analyse the data related to politeness strategies, the framework of 
Brown and Levinson (1978, 1987) was used to see if the Saudi Arabian youths followed the 
same politeness strategies as proposed and outlined by Brown and Levinson (1978, 1987) in their 
theory of politeness. Blum and Kulka‘s (1989) noted CCSARP coding manual was used to this 




youths used any new or different Saudi culture and context specific politeness strategies. The 
detailed analysis of all the related data and their findings are presented in Chapter 5.  
The second research question was also directed at the impoliteness strategies used by the 
Saudi Arabian youths. Therefore, the data were analysed at a fourth level in order to study the 
impoliteness strategies employed in the online interactions by the Saudi Arabian youths. This 
detailed analysis of impoliteness strategies and their results are presented in Chapter 5. As online 
communication is often seen as highly impolite, the aim was to see if the Saudi youths too were 
impolite in their online interactions. To this end, topics related to impoliteness were posted and 
the comments of the Saudi youths on these topics were captured and analysed. To study the 
impoliteness phenomenon, Culpeper‘s (1996) framework was used to see which impoliteness 
strategies were more common among the Saudi Arabian youths for communicating impoliteness. 
It was also studied to see if these impoliteness strategies were the same as suggested by Culpeper 
(1996) or whether there were different Saudi Arabian culture and context specific impoliteness 
strategies which the Saudi Arabian youths used in their online commenting.  
During all these levels, the comments of the Saudi Arabian participants were saved in the 
form of captured images and were studied meticulously to see if there were any region-specific, 
tribe-specific, religion-specific, or gender-specific words, phrases, or dialects which participants 
used to show their regional, tribal, religious, or gender identities. These words were classified in 
tables under specific headings such as tribe-related vocabulary, gender-related vocabulary, and 
region-specific vocabulary. Then their counts in the comments were noted and recorded in the 
table to see which words and phrases were more commonly used and by whom. The comments 
were also studied to see and note polite and impolite words used by the participants. These words 




1987) and impoliteness strategies suggested by Culpeper  (1996). The Saudi Arabian culture and 
context specific polite and impolite words, which the participants had used but could not be 
classified under any of the strategies by Brown and Levinson (1978, 1987) and Culpeper  (1996) 
were written as a new contribution of this study and an addition to Brown and Levinson‘s theory 
as well as Culpeper‘s framework of impoliteness.  
As the third research question of the study was aimed at gaining a thorough 
understanding of different aspects of politeness, impoliteness, linguistic and nonlinguistic 
strategies used by the Saudi Arabian youths in their online commenting on the social media 
website, some participants were interviewed in order to collect the data related to this research 
question. The research question—In what sense are these online identity construction and 
politeness strategies similar and, at the same time, different, inter-regionally as well as cross-
culturally?—was also aimed at finding out if the Saudi youths were aware that they were 
constructing different identities and that they were being polite or impolite and that they were 
using respective strategies. To this end, the related data were analysed at the fifth level. At this 
level, the interview transcriptions were prepared from the recorded Skype audio- files in mp3 
format. Each of the participants‘ responses was analysed and interpreted individually and then 
collectively, looking for commonality and distinctiveness in their responses. The data were 
analysed and reviewed time and again to identify thematic patterns in their responses to record 
the results and findings.  
Each of these analyses at these levels is presented below and the findings are discussed in 




4.3 Screen Capture Data for Linguistic Strategies of Identity Construction: Analysis and 
Findings 
The data from the screen captures for identity construction strategies were analysed at 
linguistic as well as at nonlinguistic levels to see which linguistic and nonlinguistic strategies 
were used by the Saudi youths to construct their various identities online. These data analysis 
steps at linguistic and nonlinguistic levels are summarised in the chart below (Figure 7).   
 
Figure 7. Summary of linguistic and nonlinguistic strategies of online identity construction at 
different levels 
The data collected in the form of screen captures from a total of 158 participants (88 
males and 70 females) commenting on different topics posted on the social media website 
formed the corpus of this study. These captures were taken as part of the first level of analysis, 
quantitatively focusing on the frequency counts of typical recurring expressions by some 
participants to deconstruct their identity construction process through such means. Results of the 
analysis revealed various expressions, phrases, and words/vocabulary used by the participants to 
construct their regional, tribal, religious, and gender identities. These linguistic strategies that 
were used by the participants to construct their various identities are elaborated on and discussed 
in the following sections.  
4.3.1 Linguistic Strategies used by the Participants to Construct Regional Identity 
As the data analysis process began to decode various linguistic strategies used by the 




words, phrases, and dialects observed in the comments of the participants. Therefore, each 
comment from the corpus was captured time and again to see if there were any words, phrases, 
or dialects belonging to different regions in Saudi Arabia. Firstly, all the words, phrases, and 
dialects specific to the east region were noted and written in a table. Then the words specific to 
the west region were noted and written in the table, then the central region specific words were 
recorded followed by words specific to the south and north region. At this time an attempt was 
also made to check and count the frequency of these words (see Appendix G, which shows the 
topics-wise region-specific words used by the Saudi Arabian youths to construct their regional 
identities). Table 7 below shows the region-wise use of region-specific words and linguistic 















Table 7: Region-Wise Use of Region-Specific Words and Linguistic Markers to Construct 
Regional Identity 
 
No. Regions in 
Saudi 
Arabia 
Region-specific words used with counts Total 
counts 
1   East ٕظ / really (11), آؾن / worst (7), ٚؽُٔٞز/ family (1), لاير / man 




West كا / this (9), ٖكؽ٤ / now (19), ًز٤و / more (7), ٛلا /this (10), ٣بث١ٞ / 
o my father (1), ًلا/ like that (1), رزجٌجي / crying (1), ٙاُجيٝه / 
children (3), ف١ٞ / friend (1), ٣بؽظ / O Haj (4), ٤ٛب / try to solve 
this (1), ٟك / this (1), ٣ؼ٢ٔ  / O my uncle (2), ػبٗٚ  / look (1), 





Centre ما / this (25), ٖرلهػ٤ٔ / walk without thinking (2), ٌٓؼز / you are 
right (3), ٚىالث / bad man (2), ثن١ / like this (1), رلهػْ  / walk 
without thinking (6), اُلهػٔٚ  / walk without thinking (1), أهل٣ذ   / 




South ًَٜ / old fool (6), ِاُٜٞا٣ / crawling creatures (4), اُغ٘ٞث٢ / 
southern (1), رْز٢ / what you want (1), ٙهل / ability (1), ٖأ٣ / 





North ػ٣ٞل /Owaid (1), اٜٗظ / I go (3), ثؾو / look (5), ِٕٞٛ / like that (2), 
 /  ؽ٤َ,(this (2/ ٛن١,(my life (1 / ثؼلؽ٢٤ ,(My liver (1 / رَجل١




The topic-wise use of these linguistic strategies, in the form of region-specific words and 
phrases is presented below in Figure 8. 
 













Topic 1 Topic 2 Topic 3 Topic 4 Topic 5 Topic 6 Topic 7





To explore how the Saudi Arabian youths constructed their various identities through 
different linguistic markers such as by using region-, tribe-, or gender-specific words, different 
topics were posted on the social networking website created for the data collection purpose only. 
Of the different topics posted, seven were selected, randomly, for data corpus and then analysis 
of these data. These seven topics were: 
1. Generation gap among Saudis 
2. Saudi people‘s perceptions of Trump during presidential election 
3. Importance of English language education in the Kingdom of Saudi Arabia 
4. Enquiry about the best internet company in the Kingdom 
5. Complaining about policeman fining a man wrongly 
6. Apologising to a fellow passer-by who was hit by mistake  
7. Old countryman enjoying his laptop while smoking 
Participants posted their comments on these topics. When these comments were captured 
and analysed for region-specific words, results were obtained which are presented in Table 1 of 
Appendix G and Figure 8 above. In the topic about generation gap, Saudi youths had used eight 
region-specific words. In the comments on the second topic about Trump, the participants had 
used 63 region-specific words to construct their various regional identities. In the third topic on 
the importance of English language education in Saudi Arabia, the participants used 10 region-
specific words; in the fourth topic, they used 17 region-specific words; in the fifth one, they used 
10 region-specific words; in the sixth topic, they used 31 region-specific words; and in the 
seventh topic, participants used 24 region-specific words revealing their regional and 
geographical origin through language use. With these results as a basis, the researcher set up a 
committee to substantiate the new findings in this study. The committee was comprised of five 





When the data were analysed region-wise, the following results were obtained, as 
represented in Figure 9 below. 
 
Figure 9. Region-wise use of region-specific words and linguistic markers to construct 
regional identity 
As seen in Figure 9 above, participants from the west region used a maximum of 65 linguistic 
markers to show their regional background in their comments. The west region-specific words 
used by the participants in the comments included: دا / this (used 9 times), دح٘ي / now (used 19 
times), مز٘ش / more (used 7), and ُذا /this (used 10). Some of the comments are given below 
highlighting the region-specific linguistic markers/words used by the participants in their 
comments. All of the words found in this study that were related to the west region were 
confirmed by a person living in the west region. This person‘s name is Ahmed, aged 35, and he 
stated that 98% of these words are accurate and used in the west region (see Appendix H). The 
comments of the participants were selected randomly as they contained various region-specific 
words and as these comments revealed the regional backgrounds of the participants. 
These comments were transliterated (see page xvi for the transliteration chart used in this 
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P:103 ؽ٤ز٘ب ٝك٢ ًَ ٝهذؽ٤بر٘ب( )االٗو٤ِي١ ْٜٓ ك٢ ٕؾ٤ؼ  دااٌُالّ  اٍْٗ  
Transliteration: Aywahalkalam da sayhayh alanglayazy amaham faey hayatana waa faey   
keel waqat. 
Translation: Yes. This is correct. English language is important in our life and always.  
This first comment has the word ‗دا‘ which is transliterated as ―da‖ and translated as 
―this‖. The word is common in the west region and anyone who hears this word can say that the 
person using it is from the west region.  
Comment 2  
P:11 ٝهذ ٤ّْٚ دح٘يٛي ك٤ي ٣ب٤ّـ   
Transliteration: Tawaz fayak yaa shayak dahyana wakat shyshah. 
Translation: O‘ Shaiky Screw you now the time for shyshah (smoking).  
          The second comment has the word ‗دح٘ي‘ which is transliterated as ―dahyana‖ and 
translated as ―now‖. This word is mainly used in the west region of Saudi Arabia and is 
considered as belonging to the west region dialect.  The following comment also contains the 
same word which shows that the participant who posted this comment is from the west region.  
Comment 3  
P:108 ٝ ٗٔٞمط ُنُي ُذاكؽ٤ٖ إٔجؼ أٌُج٤ٞرو ْٜٓ ك٢ ؽ٤بر٘ب ا٤ٓٞ٤ُخ  
Transliteration: Dahyana asbah alkmpuotar maham faey hyatana alywmayah waa hada 
namwthaej lethaelak. 
Translation: Now computers have become inseparable part of our daily life and this is an 
example of that. 
Comment 4  




Transliteration: Tahyaty laak yaa haj kaal dah faey waqt wahad shysha and kmpuotar. 
Translation: My regards for you Haj all of this at the same time. Shishah (smoking) and 
computer. 
This comment highlights further west region-specific words used only in the west region 
which are ‗ٓد‘ (transliterated as ―dah‖ meaning ―this”) and ‗ٗب حج‘ (transliterated as ―Ya Haj‖ 
and meaning ―O Haj‖ (old person). These words are typically west region-specific words and 
show that the participants using them are from the west region. Thus, language is used to reveal 
the regional identity of an individual.   
The following comment also shows another west region-specific word ‗ُ٘ب‘ which is 
transliterated as ―Haiya‖ and means ―try to solve it‖. This is a west region-specific word only 
and used solely by people from a west region background in their communication.  
 
Comment 5  
P:139 ؽبُٜب ٤ّْخ ًٝٔج٤ٞرو ثٌ ثٖواؽٚ ؽِٞٙ اُٖٞهٙ ُ٘ب  
Transliteration: Haya helhaa shysha waa kmpuotar bas bsraha halwah alsworah. 
Translation: Try to solve it. Shishah  (smoking) and computer. But really it is nice picture. 
Centre region participants used 41 linguistic markers or centre region-specific words such 
as  ما / meaning ―this‖ which was used 25 times by the participants in their comments on the 
topics mentioned above. The other centre region-specific words included-ٖرلهػ٤ٔ / walk without 
thinking (2), ٓؼزٌ   / you are right (3), م١ / this (1), ٚىالث / bad man (2), and ثن١ / like this (1). Some 
of the comments are given below, highlighting the region-specific linguistic markers/words used 




The comments were selected randomly for the presence of centre region-specific words 
for showing centre-region background. The first comment shows the word   را which is 
transliterated as ―thae‖ which means ―this/these‖. It is used by people from the centre region 
only. The second comment also includes another centre region-specific word which is -َصالث  
which is transliterated as ―zlabah” and refers to a bad and weak person who does not trust 
himself/herself. This is a centre region-specific expression only and any Saudi listening to this 
expression can say that the person is from the centre region. The third comment is also 
representative of a word from the centre region which is ٕثز  and is transliterated as “bethaey”. 
The word means ―this‖ and is considered as a centre-region dialect word. Thus, the use of it in 
the comment reveals the centre-region background of the person.  The fourth comment includes 
the word ‗هعزس’  which is transliterated as “maatas” and means ―you are right”. This is used 
when people discuss something and one of them uses this expression to show agreement with the 
counterpart. Like the earlier comments, this too is a centre region-specific word and is reflective 
of centre-region identity.  The fifth comment also uses another such affirmative expression from 
the centre region أقذٗذ which is transliterated as ―Aqdayat‖ and means ―you are right‖ or ―I agree 
with you‖. It too is a centre region-specific expression and shows the centre region geographical 
origin of the participant using this word in the comment. In this respect, the researcher contacted 
Ibrahim, aged 29, from the centre region. He agreed that these words are more popular among 
people in the centre region, and that 97% of these words are accurate (see Appendix B). To sum 
up, the comments below are marked with different centre region-specific words which have been 
highlighted in bold. 
Comment 1 




Transliteration: Laa ywajad ayy aktalafa faqat hanak rafahyah annd alshabab waa feey alwaqt 
thae mama jalaham gayar yahtmwan feey alqararat. 
Translation: No difference between the generations but the young generation are living a better 
life these days and they don‘t care about the decisions they take. 
Comment 2 
P: 69  ْٜ٘ٓ ٓب ٣لاكغ ػٖ ٗلَٚ صالثَا٣ٚ ٝهللا ٕبكهٚ ٣بفز٢ ربك٤ٜٖ ٝاُٞاؽل  
Transliteration: Aya waa Allah yaa aktay tafahayan waa alwahad manham zlabah maa ydafa ann 
nafsah. 
Translation: By God. You are right my sister. Some of them are trifle and bad and weak who do 
not trust themselves and cannot defend themselves.  
Comment 3 
P:110 ٢ْ ٓغ ثؼ٘ ٝثؼل ًج٤و ثبَُٖاُطو٣وٚ اُز٢ رغؼِ٘ب أؿوة اُجْو ٤ّْخ ًٝٔج٤ٞرو ٓب رٔ ثزٕٜٜٛٚ اُزطٞه ٓب ٛٞ   
Transliteration: Hhhh altatwoar maa hwow bedh altryqah alteay tgalana agrab albshar shyshah 
waa kmpuotar maa tamshay maa bathe waa baad kabyer basan. 
Translation: Hhhh… One does not expect the development in this way which makes us a 
strange human being. Shishah (smoking) and computer do not work together particularly in old 
age. 
Comment 4 
P: 141 ٣ب افذ رٞا٤ٕق هعزسما ٓغٕ٘ٞ ه٢ٍٔ هللا ٣بفنٙ ٝاٗب   
Transliteration: Thae majnwan rasmay Allah yaktheah waa anna maats yaa akat twasyfa. 






P:27 ٣ّٞ رؼ٘نه ُِوعبٍ ٝروٍٞ اٗب اٍق ٝاػزنه ػٖ اُقطبء ٝاٗب َٓزؼل اّزو١ عٞاٍ ُي أقذٗذ  
Transliteration: Aqdayat yoom aatethaert waa taqwal anna assafa waa aatether ann alkata waa 
mastaad ashtry jwoal lak. 
Translation: You are right. When you apologise, you will say I‘m sorry for the mistake and I 
will buy a new mobile for you. 
Participants from the east region used 23 east region-specific words to show their east-
region identity through their language in the comments on the topics. Some of the main east 
region-specific words used included ٕظ / really (used 11 times), آؾن / worst (used 7 times), لاير / 
man (used 3 times), عن١ / like that (used 1 time), ّٙٞلػ / and what‘s the matter (used 1 time).  
Some of the comments are given below, highlighting the region-specific linguistic 
markers/words used by the participants in their comments. These comments were transliterated 
and translated as follows: 
Comment 1 
P: 61 إ ثؼ٘  صجٝهللا اُؾٔل ٗوله ٗوٍٞ إ االٗغ٤ِي١ ٤ٌُ ػوجٚ ك٢ اُزؼ٤ِْ ( هلل اُؾٔل)ٝك٤ظَ اُطلوٙ اُز٢ رْٜلٛب كُٝز٘ب 
ال٣ؾجٕٞ رؼ٤ِْ اُِـٚ االٗغ٤ِي٣خ االّقبٓ  
Transliteration: Faey theal altafrah aleatey tashadah dwlatana waa Allah alhmud naqdar naqwal 
anna alangalayzy layasa aqabah feey altalyam soug anna bedh alashkas  
laayahbwan talyma alanglayazay. 
Translation: With reforms in our country, thank God, we can say that the English language is not 
difficult for the learners but really some people dislike to learn it. 
The first comment is used here as it contains an east region-specific word. The participant 
used “صج” which is transliterated as  ―sough‖ which means ―really‖. This word is used only in 




Comment 2  
P:53 ّوًبد ارٖبالد ًِٜب ٓضَ ثؼٜٚب اهحق  
Transliteration: Amhaq shrekat atesalat kaalah matheal badheaha. 
Translation: Worst telecommunication companies. All of them are the same. 
This comment too is east region-specific as it is marked with an east region-specific word 
 transliterated as ―amhaq‖ which means ―worst‖. The word is east-region dialect and ,”اهحق“
anyone using it is understood as being from the east region. The participant using this is from the 
east region as he/she has used the word from the east region, thereby revealing his/her east-
region identity.    
Comment 3 
P: 152 ٤ب..!! اُٖٞهٙ رٞٙؼ ٓلٟ اُلغٞح ث٤ٖ ع٤َ االعلاك ٝع٤َ اُْجبةػبك ٣ؼ٢٘ ا٢ُِ ٤ْ٣ِ ٣ٌٕٞ عبَٛ ثبُزٌُ٘ٞٞع شذعٍْ  
Transliteration: Shadawah aad yannay allay yshaysh ykwean jahal betknologya..!!  
alswrah tawadhh madaa alfajwah bayan jayal alajdad waa jayal alshabab. 
Translation: What is the matter a person smoking Shishah 
 is ignorant about the technology..! The picture describes the extent to which there is a gap 
between the grandparents‘ generation and the younger generation. 
This comment too is east region-specific as it contains an east region-specific word which 
means ―what‘s the matter‖ in English. Comment 4 and comment 5 below also show east region-
related words which are highlighted in bold. In comment 4, the word ‗لاير‘, transliterated as 
―raial‖, means ―man‖ and is very common among natives of the east region. The use of ‗ٕجز‘ 
(qasday) meaning ―intentionally‖ is also a reflection of east regionality of the person posting the 
comment. These words reflect and show that the participants using them are from east region of 





P: 146  اٝ ؽوٓٚ لايراهٍٞ ٝثلٕٝ روكك اٗب اٍلٚ ٝاػزنه ٓ٘ي ٛجؼب  
Transliteration: Aqwal waa bdwan traded assafah waa atathaer manke tabaun raial awo hwrmah.  
Translation: Without any hesitation, I‘m sorry. I apologise to you, man or women. 
Comment 5 
P: 23 جزٕاالػزواف ثبُـِٜ ٓبٛٞ ػ٤ت ٝاهٍٞ ُٜب اػنه٢٘٣ ٝهللا ٓب ًبٕ هٖل١   
Transliteration: Alaatrafa balgalat mahow ayab waa aqwal laha Allah maa kan qasdaya chathae. 
Translation: Admitting a mistake isn‘t a flaw. Forgive me, by God, it wasn't my intention did 
like that. 
The participants from the south region used 18 region-specific words each. The south 
region participants used words such as  ًَٜ  / old fool (used 6 times), ِاُٜٞا٣ / crawling creatures 
(used 4 times),اُغ٘ٞث٢  / southern (used 1 times), رْز٢ / what you want (used 1 time), ٙهل / ability 
(used 1 time), ٖأ٣ / where (used 1 time) to reveal their south-region identity through the language. 
Some of the comments are given below, highlighting the region-specific linguistic 
markers/words used by the participants in their comments. These comments were transliterated 
and translated. The first comment is marked with the south-region specific word ―مِل‖    
transliterated as alkahal and translated as ―old fool‖. The use of this word is often interpreted as 
derogatory and impolite and it is used in the south region with the intention of insulting 
someone. The comment also shows another south region-specific word ―ٖرشز‖ which is 
pronounced ―teshtay‖ and which refers to the choices or means ―what you want‖ in this context. 
The third comment is marked with another south region-specific word ―ٍقذ‖ transliterated as 
―qadah‖ which means ―one can‖ in this context. These words are south region-specific and are 




through the use of such words. The researcher contacted Ibrahim, aged 37, from the south region. 
He confirmed that these words are used by people in the south region and they 98% are accurate 
(see Appendix H).  The fifth comment has two south region-specific words ―اٗي‖ and ―اسحت‖ 
which mean ―where‖ and ―welcome‖ respectively. The use of these words by the participants is 
reflective of their geographical background which shows that the person using them belongs to 
the south region. Thus, the participants used various south region-specific words to show their 
south-region background, as showen in the comments below.  
Comment 1 
P: 46 ٛنا عبٌُ ٤ْ٣ِ هِؼٚ روِؼٚ النِلثبُؼٔو ٛنا اُٞاؽل ٣جؾش ػٖ اُؼجبكٙ ٝ  
Transliteration: Balamar hathae alwahad yabahathea ann alabadah waa alkahal hathea jalas 
yshayah qalah tqalah.  
Translation: In this age, a person generally is busy with worship and prayers but this old man is 
set for smoking talk in this life. 
This first comment is from the participant from the south region as she/he used a south 
region-specific word in the comment, namely ―النِل” meaning ―old man‖. This word is mainly 
used in the south region only and is indicative of their south region identity.  
Comment 2 
P:140 ُي رشزٖافز٢ ثبهى هللا ك٤ي ى١ ٓب اكبكٝى ؽَت أُ٘طوٚ ٝ هاػ رِو٢ ٓبٛٞ   
Transliteration: Akteay barak Allah faeyak zay maa afadawak hasab almndqah waa rah telqy 
mahow teshtay laeak. 
Translation: Sister, may God bless you, like what they said based on the region and you can find 




        The second comment has the word ―ٖرشز‖  which is translated as ―what you want‖. This 
word is mainly used in the south region of Saudi Arabia and is considered as belonging to the 
south region dialect. The following comment also contains the same word which shows that the 
participant who posted this comment is from the south region.  
Comment 3 
P: 96 اػطبى االكَٚ قذٍٓبّبء هللا افز٠ ٓٞٙٞع علا ْٜٓ ٌُٖٝ أٌُِْٚ ٓب اؽل   
Transliteration: Mashallah akteay mawdhewoa maham jedan waa lakan maa ahead qadah aataek 
alafdheal. 
Translation: God be exalted my sister. Your question is very important but the problem is no one 
can give you the best opinion. 
        The above comment also shows another south region-specific word ―ٍقذ” which is translated 
as ―one can‖. This is a south region-specific word only and used by the people from a south-
region background only in their communication.  
Comment 4 
P:140 الِْاٗشاروًًْٞ ٓ٘ٚ ٛنا َفجَ ٛنا ًَٜ ٝٓضَ   
Transliteration: Atrkwkom mannh hathae kabal hathae kahal waa matheala alhawyash. 
Translation: Leave him, this is dementia, old stupid like crawling creatures. 
 Comment 4 above and comment 5 below also show south region related words which are 
highlighted in bold. In comment 4, the word “الِْاٗش” , translates as ―crawling creatures‖ and 
is very common among the natives of the south region. The use of “اسحت” meaning ―welcome‖ is 
also reflection of south regionality of the person posting the comment. These words reflect and 





P:157 اٗب اػزنه اسحتؽَٖ اُقطبء ٝاهُٞٚ  اٗياالػزناه ٢ّ اٍب٢ٍ   
Transliteration: Alatathaer sheay asasay ayan hasal alkta waa aqwal arhab anna atathaer. 
Translation: Apologising is important where there is a mistake. Welcome, I‘m apologising. 
         The participants from the north region also used 20 north region-specific words such as اًِج 
/ I go (used 3 times), ثحش / look (used 5 times), ُلْى / like that (used 2 times), ٕرسجذ / My liver 
that (1), ثعذحٖ٘   / my life that (1) to construct their north-region identity through language. These 
words are specifically used by people from the Alshammari tribe to construct their north-region 
identity through language. The researcher asked Mezna, aged 41, from the northern region and 
she confirmed that these words are 98% accurate and more popular among people from this 
region (see Appendix H). 
Some of the comments are given below to highlight the region-specific linguistic 
markers/words used by the participants in their comments. These comments were transliterated 
and translated as follows: 
Comment 1 
P:55 ٝ اُزو٤٘ٚ اُؾل٣ضٚ ٝ اَُو٣ؼٚ ُٜب ٍجت ًج٤و ك٢ ُزٕ )اُلغٞح(اُلغٞٛٚ ٝ ٌَُ ع٤َ ٓٞاٛت ٝ ٓ٘بكغ ٝ ا٣ٚب ػ٤ٞة
)ٌُٖ(الًٖ ػ٠ِ ؽَت  آب رٌٕٞ )ا٤ُٔٔياد( ا٤ُٔٔبىاد اًضو ٝال اُؼ٤ٞة اًضو ٝ ٍجت ٛن١  )اُلغٞح(اُلغٞٛٚ اٗـغبه اُزو٤٘ٚ ٝ 
اُزٞإالد اُؾل٣ضٚ ٝاُزؼ٤ِْ اُغ٤ل ٝ )ٌُٖ(الًٖ ك٢ ع٤َ ىٓبٕ ُْ ٣ٌٖ ٛ٘بى رؼِْ ُٜن٣ٚ اُلهعٚ ٓبٕ اُزؼِْ ٙؼ٤ق ُٜنا اُزؼِْ ث٤ٖ 
 اُؾ٤ِ٤ٖ ث٤ٜ٘ٔب كوم ًج٤وه
Transliteration: Altaqnyah alhadyatheah waa alsryaha laha sabab kabyar faey hathaey alfjwah 
waa lekal jayal mwahab waa manafa waa aydhan aywab waa lakan alla hesab amma takwan 
almmyzat akthear waa laa alayab waa sabab hatheay alfjwah anfjar altqnyah waa altwasal 
alhdytheah waa altalyam aljyad waa laykan feey jayal zaman lama ykwan hanak talyam lehathey 




Translation: Each generation has plus and minus things and technology is mainly responsible for 
this generation gap. 
This first comment is by a participant from the north region as she/he used the north 
region-specific word in the comment “ُٕز” meaning ―this‖. This word is mainly used in the 
north region only and is indicative of their north region identity.  
Comment 2 
P: 42ْٜ٤ُِ ٓب ٣قبكٕٞ هللا اُؼٌَو ٖٓ ػٔب٣ِْٜ الشٌَ٘ ٤ًٝق ٣جٕٞ ٣ٞاعٜٕٞ هث 
Transliteration: Layash maa yakafawan rabaham alaskar maan amylaham alshyanh waa kayaf 
yabwan ywjhwan rabham.  
Translation: Why such dishonest policemen do not fear Allah for unethical actions? How will 
they justify such actions to Allah? 
       This second comment too reflects that the person posting is from the north region as she/he 
used the word “ٌَ٘الش” which is a north-region dialect word. It means ―unethical‖ and is used 
only by the north-region residents in their communication. 
Comment 3 
P:14ُٕلْى ٖٝٓ هجَ ٤ٍبٍخ كٍٝ ٝٓبّوارٜب ٓغُٜٞٝٚ ا٠ُ اال 
Transliteration: Halwan waa maan qabal syasat aldwal waa mashratah majhwalah alla alaan. 
Translation: Like that in the past, the country‘s policy and predictions are uncertain right now. 
Comment 4 
P:136  اٗب اٍلٚ رسجذٕٓزأٍلٚ ٣ب ثؼل  
Transliteration: Mtassafah yaa baad tsabaday anna assafah. 





P:99 ثعذ حٖ٘اٗب اٍلٚ ٣ب   
Transliteration: Anna assafah yaa baad hieey.  
Translation: I‘m sorry. You are more precious than my life. 
The words “رسجذٕ“ , ”ُلْى” , and “ٖ٘ثعذ ح”  are also north region-specific words and are 
noticed in the communications of the northerners only in the Kingdom of Saudi Arabia. Their 
meanings have been highlighted in bold in the comments above. It can be said that the north-
region participants revealed their regional background through the use of such north region-
specific words. Thus, one can say that language use indeed reveals the geographical origin of the 
person as people use their language to construct their regional identities.  
4.3.1.1 Results of Research Question 1 [Regional Identity Construction Strategies] 
At the first level of data analysis, the data were analysed in order to find answers to 
research question 1—What strategies are used by Saudi Arabian young adults to construct their 
different socio-cultural identities in online communication on a social website? From the analysis 
of the data above, the following findings were obtained: 
1- Participants used linguistic strategies such as using region-specific words and phrases 
such as ٕظ / really (used by participants from the east region), ٖكؽ٤ / now (used by 
participants from the west region), ما / this (used by participants from the centre region), 
ًَٜ / old fool (used by participants from the south region) and اُؼ٘ي١ / Alanazi (tribe name 
used by participants from the north region).  
2- Of the region-specific words used for construction of regional identity, most were used 
by the participants from the west region (65 counts), followed by the centre region 
participants (41 counts), east region participants (23 counts), south region participants (18 




3- Of the different region-specific words used to construct different regional identities, the 
word ما /this was used the most (26 counts), followed by words دح٘ي / now (19 counts, دا /, 
this (9 counts), صج / really (11 counts)   .more (7 counts) in their order of highest use ,/  مز٘ش
The top five region-specific words used by the participants to construct their regional 
identity are tabled below (Table 8) along with the region of their use and the total number of 
times (counts) they were used. 
Table 8: Top Five Region-Specific Words in their Order of Use in the Comments for the 
Construction of Regional Identity 
No. Region-Specific words Region of Use Counts 
 this Centre region 25/ ما 1
 now West region 19 / كؽ٤ٖ 2
 this West region 9 / كا 3
 really East region 11 / ٕظ 4
 more West region 7 / ًز٤و 5
 
4.3.1.2 Linguistic Strategies used by the Participants to Construct Tribal Identity  
After analysing the data for regional identity construction linguistic strategies in section 
4.3.1, during the first level of data analysis, the focus was shifted to find out the linguistic 
strategies used by the Saudi Arabian youths to construct their tribal identities. Arabs are tribal 
communities and they are divided into various tribes. They take pride in their tribes and use 
tribe-specific words, dress, and customs to distinguish themselves from other tribes. The focus in 
this study was to see if the participants also used tribe-specific words online to identify 
themselves with the members of a specific tribe. To this end, comments from the participants 
were analysed time and again to find the use of any tribe-related words, dialect and phrases and 
then such words and phrases were categorised along with their counts in the form of a table. 
These words and phrases were later classified into specific tribes and were further categorised to 




and while commenting. Their comments were studied to see which tribe they belonged to and 
how they tried to show their tribal identity through the use their tribe specific word/phrase (see 
Appendix G).  
The following figure(Figure10) shows the tribe-related words used by the Saudi Arabian 
youths to construct their tribal identities while commenting on different topics.  
 
 
Figure 10. Topic-wise classification of tribe-related words used for tribal identity 
As can be seen from Table 8 and Figure 10 above, the maximum number of tribe-related 
words (22 counts) were used by the participants in topic six while commenting on the topic about 
apologising to a person who was hit by accident while walking in a corridor. These tribe-related 
words were mostly names of the tribes which participants had used in their profile names. The 
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Table 9: Most-Used Tribe-Related Words and Linguistic Markers used to Construct Tribal Identity 
Sr. 
No. 
Tribes in Saudi 
Arabia 





1 Alanazi Tribe name in profile (24) 24 
2 Alshammari Tribe name in profile (10),  
use of tribe-related word: Owaid (1) 
11 
3 Alqahtani Tribe name in profile (5) 5 
4 Alharbi Tribe related name in profile (4) 4 
5 Aldossari Tribe name in profile (4) 4 
6 Alahmari Tribe related name in profile (3) 3 
7 Alzahrani Tribe name in profile (3) 3 
8 Alrwiliy Tribe name in profile (2) 2 
9 Alotaibi Tribe name in profile (2) 2 
10 Small family Tribe related name in profile (2) 2 
11 Alshahrani Tribe name in profile (1) 1 
12 Albalawi Tribe name in profile (1) 1 
13 Alasmariy Tribe-related name in profile (1) 1 
14 Alhazmai  Tribe name in profile (1) 1 
15 Algamdia Tribe-related name in profile( 1) 1 
16 Alawni Tribe-related name in profile (1) 1 
17 Alharthy Tribe-related name in profile (1) 1 
18 Althagafi Tribe-related name in profile (1) 1 
19 Alshamsi Tribe-related name in profile (1) 1 
20 Bahrani Tribe-related name in profile (1) 1 
21 Bedouin Tribe-related name in profile (1) 1 
 
 
As noted in Table 9 above, a total of 21 tribes were revealed by the participants through 
their use of language. The most used tribe-related words (24 counts) came from the participants 
from the Alanazi tribe, followed by the Alshammari tribe (11 counts), the Alqahtani tribe (5 




the Alzahrani tribe (3 counts), the Alrwiliy tribe (2 counts), the Alotaibi tribe (2 counts) and the 
remaining tribes with one count each. The most common linguistic strategy used by the 
participants to construct their tribal identity was using the tribe name as their last name in their 
profiles. For example: ABC Alanazi, XYZ Althagafi, BCD Alqahtani, MNP Alotaibi, PQR 
Albalawi in addition to linguistic strategies, pictures of various tribe-related dress, food, 
celebrations, and customs were also posted to construct tribal identities. These will be discussed 
separately in a later section concerning nonlinguistic strategies.  
4.3.1.3 Results of Research Question 1 [Tribal Identity Construction Strategies] 
As a part of research question 1, the data were analysed to find answers to the tribe-
related identity construction strategies. From the data analysis of the tribe-related information in 
the comments of the participants, the following findings were obtained. 
Participants used linguistic strategies such as using tribe name as a last name as in : ABC 
Alanazi, XYZ Althagafi, BCD Alqahtani, MNP Alotaibi, PQR Albalawi to construct and reveal 
their tribal identity online. 
1- Most of the tribe-related words were used by the participants belonging to Alanazi tribe 
(24 counts), followed by Alshammari tribe participants (11 counts), Alqahtani tribe 
participants (5 counts), Alharbi tribe participants (4 counts), Aldossari tribe participants 
(4 counts), Alahmari tribe participants (3 counts) and Alzahrani tribe participants (3 
counts).  
2- A total of 21 tribes were revealed by the participants through their use of language online 
when commenting on different topics posted on the social media website created for the 




3- The top five tribes with the most tribe-related words noted on the social media website 
were: Alanazi tribe, Alshammari tribe, Alqahtani tribe, Alharbi tribe, and Aldossari tribe. 
These are tabulated below in Table 10 along with the tribe-related words counts they 
received online. 
Table 10: Top Five Tribes along with the Tribe-Related Word Counts Found in the Online 
Comments 
No. Tribe Name Tribe-Related Word Counts Recorded 
 
1 Alanazi 24 
2 Alshammari 11 
3 Alqahtani 5 
4 Alharbi 4 
5 Aldossari 4 
 
 
4.3.1.4 Linguistic Strategies used by the Participants to Construct Religious Identity 
After analysing the data to find out the linguistic strategies used by the Saudi youths to 
construct regional and tribal identities, the focus in the next level was to find out the linguistic 
strategies used by the participants to construct their religious identity.  To this end, the comments 
of the participants, collected in the form of screen captures, were analysed looking for words, 
phrases, and expressions denoting or showing the religious aspect of Saudi people. As mentioned 
in the literature review section 2.4.2, Saudi society is deeply religious and their day-to-day 
conversations are marked with different religious expressions which indicate their distinct Arab 
Muslim identity. At this level of data analysis, such religious expressions were noted and 
tabulated. First they were categorised topic wise. Then the top/most used words and expressions 
were listed to draw appropriate conclusions about the Saudi youths‘ religious identity 
construction process. The religious words and expressions used to construct religious identity in 




This topic-wise classification of religious words, phrases and expressions used to reflect 
religious identity by the Saudi Arabian youths can also be summarised as follows in Figure 11. 
 
Figure 11. Topic-wise use of religious words/expressions to construct religious identity 
As can be seen from Table 3 of Appendix G and Figure 11 above, the maximum number 
of religious words, phrases and expressions (49 counts) were used by the participants in topic 
number two about Saudi youths‘ perceptions about President-elect Donald Trump. The second 
most topic with regard to the number of religious words, phrases and expressions (34 counts) 
was topic five which was about a policeman fining a man wrongly while sparing another person 
he knew. Both of these topics rated highly in the use of religious words and expressions as both 
topics reflected Saudi people‘s strong belief in Allah. In the topic about Trump, they were 
commenting by making references to Allah as their Ultimate Protector while in the topic about 
the policeman, they were talking about the results and punishments for such actions by 
policemen in the light of Islam. As Saudi society is deeply religious, their interactions always 
include a lot of religious words and expressions that show their distinct religious identity. The 
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Table 11: Most-Used Religious Words, Phrases and Expressions to Construct Religious Identity by the 
Saudi Youths 
No. Top-Used Religious Words, Phrases, Expressions Total 
Counts 
 the God 39/ هللا 1
 Muslims 06 / ا٤َُِٖٔٔ 2
 God be Exalted 05 / ٓبّبء هللا 3
 By God 05 / ٝهللا 4
 God save us 05 / هللا ٣َزو 5
 Islam 05 / االٍالّ 6




Figure 12. Most-used religious words by the Saudi Arabian youths 
As seen in Table 11 and Figure 12 above, the Saudi Arabian youths used different 
religious words, phrases and expressions to construct their religious identity. The most used 
religious words were هللا /the God which was used 39 times in the online commenting. The second 
most used religious word was ٖا٤َُِٔٔ / Muslims (used 6 times) and other words, phrases and 
expressions  such as ٓبّبء هللا / God be Exalted, ٝهللا / By God, هللا ٣َزو / God save us, ّاالٍال / Islam, 
and اف٢ / brother which were used 5 times each. The use of such words is a very normal and 
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routine part of Saudi Arabian culture. One can hardly find any conversation in which the word 
related to God (Allah-هللا) is not mentioned. This religious nature of Saudi Arabian people is 
noticeable not only among the older generation but even among the youngsters. The Saudi 
youths are brought up in such an atmosphere where religion and its related words are an 
inseparable part of their daily life. This religious aspect is also a cultural phenomenon and is 
preserved and passed on from generation to generation. As the Kingdom of Saudi Arabia is 
blessed with the Holy Mecca and Blessed Madina, the holy cities of Islam, the Saudi people 
enjoy special status in the eyes of Muslims. Therefore, the reflection of religious words and 
expression in their communication is bound with this status. This is the land where Islam 
flourished and then spread to the rest of the world. Therefore, the natives of this place should 
reflect the ideals of Islam and the frequent mention of religious words in their speech is part of 
this ideal.    
Some of the comments wherein the religious words, phrases and expressions were used 
by the participants are given below, highlighting the religious word, phrase, expression and 
linguistic markers used by the participants in their comments.  
Comment 1 shows that the participant used the name of God ―Allah‖ to construct 
religious identity; comment 2 shows that the participant used the word ―Muslims‖ to construct 
religious identity; comment 3 shows that the participant used the words ―God protect us‖ to 
construct religious identity; comment 4 shows that the participant used the words ―God be 
exalted‖ to construct religious identity; and comment 5 shows that the participant used the words 
―I swear by God‖ to construct religious identity.These comments were transliterated and 
translated as follows. Comment 1 shows the supplicating expressionٚهللا ٣قِق ػ٤ِ ,  translated as 




enemy or poses a threat to them and their families‘ lives. One can hear this expression when a 
Saudi is angry with someone to an extreme extent. The kind of rhetoric Trump used about 
Muslims and Saudi Arabian people, before election, made the Saudi youths so angry that they 
resorted to such cursing language which is reflected in this comment. The second comment uses 
the word Muslims with the impolite language for Trump.  The third comment also shows the 
supplication to God to protect them against any evil. The expression- هللا ٣ٌل٤٘ب meaning ―May God 
protect us‖ is a very common religious expression among the Saudi Arabian people. They use it 
whenever they discuss any impending or prospective calamity. This is one of the teachings of 
Islam which teaches that Muslims should always pray to God as the God is the Ultimate 
Protector. Although this expression is normal and in use among Muslims it is used more 
frequently by the Saudi Arabian people due to their deep belief in God and in the preaching of 
Islam. Comment 4 included the religious expression  ٓبّبءهللا  which is very frequent in the 
language of Saudis. One out of 10 normal sentences of any Saudi would surely include this 
expression. It is the expression used for appreciation of God the Most High. It has different 
meanings such as praising the God for any beauty you see or good creation noticed as it is 
believed that the God is the one who created all these and therefore, the God should be thanked 
and remembered with different adjectives. In the present context, it means ―the God be Exalted‖ 
as it is due to God‘s grace that the present government has opened different schools in Saudi 
Arabia. The last comment includes the religious expression ٝهللا- meaning ―By God‖. This is a 
swearing expression which is used by the Saudi Arabian people so frequently to swear and to 
show the sincerity and truthfulness in what they are saying in order to convince the listener to 
believe in him or her.  This is probably the most used expression in the speech of Saudis when 




expressions thus makes them bit different in their conversations from others as their expressions 
are marked most of the time with many religious words and expressions which shows their 
distinct religious identity. 
Comment 1 
٣قِق ػ٤ِٚهللا ٓزقِق   
Transliteration: Matkalafa Allah yakalfa alyah. 
Translation: He is a mindless delinquent. God replace him. 
Comment 2 
الوسلو٘يُٝ ؽولٙ ػ٠ِ اَُؼٞك٣ٚ هاػ ٣طِغ ٓغ ٛبُٔغٕ٘ٞ ٝاالٛجَ ٌُٖٝ اٗٚ ُوطخ ٢٤ُِ ًوٕٛٞ   
Transliteration: Wash haqdah alla alsaudyah rah yatla maa hamajnwan  
waa alahabal anah laqatah llay ykrah almuslmian. 
Translation: More hatred for Saudi people from this crazy and in addition, he is a puppet for the 
people who hate Muslims. 
Comment 3 
٣ٌل٢ اٗٚ ٓؼزوف ٖٓ هجَ اٗٚ ٣ـبه ٖٓ اَُؼٞك٣ٚهللا ٗنفٌ٘ب ششٍ ثؾو ألكؼبُٚ   
Transliteration: Baheer lafalah Allah ykfayana sharah yakfay anah mataraf  
maan qabal annah yqar maan alsaudyah. 
Translation: Look at what he did, God protect us from his evil. It is enough to look at the past 
and learn from the past that he is jealous of Saudi Arabia. 
Comment 4 
اُلُٝٚ ٓب٢ٛ ٓوٖوٙ ك٢ أُلاهً ٝاُزؼ٤ِْ ثٌ ٤ٖٓ ٣جـ٠ ٣زؼِْ ٛلا ٛٞ اَُجتهبشبء هللا   
Transliteration: Mashallah aldwlah maa qasarat faey almdaras waalatalyam bas maayan yabga 




Translation: God be Exalted, the government has opened many schools but people don‘t want to 
study, that is the problem. 
Comment 5 
ٓبّلزي ّهللااٍق ٝاػزنه   
Transliteration: Assafa waa atathaer waa Allah maa shafatak. 
Translation: Sorry and I apologise.  I swear by God, I didn‘t see you. 
4.3.1.5 Results of Research Question 1 [Religious Identity Construction Strategies] 
The first research question was intended to find answers to the question of how the Saudi 
Arabian youths constructed their different identities and what strategies they used to construct 
these identities. After analysing the data for regional and tribal identities, the data were analysed 
for religious identity construction strategies. From the analysis of the data related to religious 
words, phrases and expressions used by the Saudi Arabian youths in the online comments on the 
different topics posted on the social media website, the following findings are revealed: 
1- Saudi Arabian youths use various religious words, phrases and expressions not only in 
their day-to-day communication but even on social media as well to show their deep 
belief in the Islamic teachings.  
2- Their language use is full of words and expressions such as هللا /the God, ٓبّبء هللا / God be 
Exalted, ٝهللا / By God, هللا ٣َزو / God save us,ّاالٍال / Islam,اف٢ / brother.  
3- They use such religious words, phrases and expressions to show their religious identity 
which is Saudi Arabian Arab Muslims.   
4.3.1.6 Linguistic Strategies used by the Participants to Construct Gender Identity 
After analysing the data concerning regional, tribal and religious identities construction 




different topics posted online on social media website were analysed to see how the Saudi 
Arabian youths constructed their gender identities. To this end, each comment was analysed 
looking for words and expressions that revealed the gender of the participants or the words 
which were female or male specific. First such gender-specific words were categorised topic 
wise. Then they were categorised gender wise and then the most common words were listed to 
see the findings of the data analysis. Table 4 of Appendix A summarises such gender-specific 
words and expressions used to construct gender identity in each topic along with their counts.  
This topic-wise classification of gender-specific words and other linguistic strategies used 
to construct gender identity by the Saudi Arabian youths is summaried in the following Figure 
13. 
 
Figure 13. Topic-wise use of gender-specific words to construct gender identity 
As shown in Figure 13 above, the maximum number of gender-specific words (128 
counts) were used by the participants in topic number six. This was followed by topic number 
two (with 51 counts), topic number seven (with 46 counts), topic number five (with 45 counts), 
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(with 18 counts). These gender-specific words included words used by male-only and female-
only genders as well as real names (mostly used by males) and nicknames such as ث٘ذ اُؼي / rich 
girl (mostly used by females). The choice of nicknames by females and real names by males 
speaks a lot about Saudi Arabian society and culture as females are not often allowed to use their 
real names on social media sites. Some of the top used words by male and female gender 
participants are tabulated below in Table 12 to understand the findings. 
Table 12: Most Used Gender Identity Words to Construct Gender Identity by the Saudi Youths 
No. Gender Most Used Gender-Specific Words Counts 
 
1 Male Masculine names/nicknames (137) 173 
 (Sorry (32 / اٍق
 (Dear (2 / اُؼي٣ي
 (forgive me (1 / اػنه٢ٗ
ٞٛٝ / he (1) 
2 Female Feminine names/nicknames  (143) 166 
 (Sorry (16 / اٍلٚ
 (Sorry (3 / ٓزبٍلٚ
 (forgive me (2 / اػنه٢٘٣
 (my dear (2 / اُؼي٣يٙ
 
 
This gender-wise use of top gender-specific words is shown in the following Figure 14. 
 
Figure 14. Gender-wise use of top gender-specific words 
The top five counts of male gender-specific linguistic strategies are shown in the 













Figure 15. Top male gender-specific words used to construct male gender identity 
 
The top five counts of female gender-specific words used to construct female gender 
identity are shown in the following Figure 16. 
 
Figure 16.  Main words used by the females to construct gender identity 
As seen in Table 12 and Figures 13, 14, 15 and 16 above, the Saudi Arabian youths used 
different strategies to construct their male and female gender identities. The most common 
strategy used was using real name by males; whereas females used nicknames as in Saudi culture 
females are not allowed to use social media sites with their real name as it is considered a 
disgraceful act in terms of the honour of the family. Therefore, females often use nicknames such 
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  my dear/ اُؼي٣يٙ   forgive me/ اػنه٢٘٣   Sorry/ ٓزبٍلٚ   Sorry/ اٍلٚ 




as Desert Rose and Arabian Deer. Another strategy of constructing gender identity is adding a 
suffix to words such as اسف / Sorry (masculine active participle) and (اٍلٚ (اٍلخ / Sorry (feminine 
active participle). It should be noted that in Arabic language gender is based on the subject and 
all nouns are masculine unless they have a feminine ending. The first comment shows that the 
person commenting is male as he used the word “هٌْس” meaning ―illuminating‖. A female 
participant might have added the feminine marker suffix to it to show her female gender. In the 
second comment, the masculine expression ―my brother‖ is used to show the male gender of a 
person. The third comment is also by a male as he uses the word “اسف” meaning ―I‘m sorry‖. 
The female counterpart would use it as (اسفَ“ (اٍلخ” to construct her female gender. The other 
form used for male gender construction is “هزبسف” which also means ―I‘m sorry‖ and is used in 
the fifth comment.  
The most general feminine form is “ح” which is added at the end of a masculine noun or 
adjective to make them feminine. The other feminine form “ٓ”(ya) is also used to mark female 
gender.  This can be seen in comment number six wherein the participant writes “ِٖاًزج” meaning 
―be careful‖ but said by a female with the suffix- “ٓ”. Comment seven also shows the word 
 .ha) showing the female gender of the person writing the commentُـ which ends with ”هجشثزَ“
Similar is the case of )غلطبًَ“)ؿِطبٗخ” meaning ―forgive me‖ used by a female as it reflects the 
feminine ending at the end of the word. Thus, the language use shows whether the participant is 
male or female. Some of the comments, wherein such gender-specific words were used by the 
participants when commenting, are given below, highlighting the gender-denoting word in bold. 
These comments were transliterated and translated. 





٣بؽظ ٤ّْٚ ًٝٔج٤ٞروٓبر٢ْٔ ٜٜٜٜٜٛٚهٌْس   
Transliteration: Munawwar yaa haj Shishah 
 waa kmpuotar maa tamshay hhhhhhh. 
Translation: Illuminating O you Hajj (Old person who performed Hajj). Shishah (smoking) and 
computer do not go together. 
Comment 2 
ٝهاما اُٞعٚ ػالهبد ٝرطٞههلل ٣َزوٓ٘ٚ ٝٓ٘قْزٚ ا٤ُْ٘ٚاًباخْك الٝهللا ٓبٛو٤ذ ٝ  
Transliteration: Laa waa Allah maa haqyat waa anna akwak war thae alwajah alaqat waa tatwar 
Allah yastar mannah waa maan kashatah alshyanah. 
Translation: O God, never. I don‘t see, my brother, any relation or development from this face. 
May God save us his ugly face. 
Comment 3 
اػنه٢ٗ آباما ًبٕ ّجبة اهٍٞ اٍق ٣بثٞاُْجبةٓبػ٤ِِ اسف ؽَت ػٔواُوعبٍ اما ًبٕ ًَٜ اٝهؾْ اهٍٞ اٗب  
Transliteration: Hasab ammar alrjaal athae kaan kahale awo qaham aqwal assafa maa alysh 
aatherny amaa atha kaan shabab aqwal assafe yaa abo Alshabab. 
Translation: Depending on age. For old, I‘m sorry, never mind and forgive me. For young, sorry 
(abo alshabab). 
Comment 4 
اّزو١ عٞاُِيهسزعذ رؼ٘نهُِوعبٍ ٝروٍٞ اٗباٍق ٝاػزنهػٖ اُقطبء ٝاٗب  )رؼزنه(أهل٣ذ ٣ّٞ  
Transliteration: Aqdayat yoom aatethaert waa taqwal anna assafa waa aatether ann alkata waa 
mastaad ashtry jwoal lak. 
Translation: You are right.  When you apologise, you will say I‘m sorry for the mistake and I 





ٝثٌ ٝالرلهػْ ٓوٙ صب٤ٗخهزبسف ك٤نااُٞهذ إًٞ ؿِطبٕ ٝاهٍٞ ُٚ اٗب   
Transliteration: Faey thae alwakat akwan qltan waa aqwal lah ann mtassafa waa basse waa laa 
tdrame maarh theanyah. 
Translation: I made a mistake. I‘m sorry. I‘ll not be walking without thinking again. 
Comments from Female Participants 
Comment 6 
ٖٓ اُلهػٔٚ ٝؽلك١ ا٣ْوًٚ رقلّ أُ٘طوخ اًزجِٖ ػ٘لٗب ٓب٢ٛ ى١ ثؼ٘ ٜٓ٘ب ٓبٛٞ ؽِٞ ٜٝٓ٘ب ٓبٛٞ ىثبُٚ ػبك اٗذاُْوًبد 
 االاٗز٢ ػب٣ْٚ ك٤ٜب
Transliteration: Alsherkat andan maahay zay badh manhaa helow waa manhaa zbalah ade antey 
antabhay maan altederamh waa hadeday ayy sherkh tkdam almndqah alee antey ayshah 
fayahha. 
Translation: Our companies are not the same. Some of them are good and others rubbish. We 
should be careful to walk without thinking and identify which company covers your dwelling 
area. 
Comment 7 
هجشثزِبى ّوًخ ى٣ٖ ٓوٙ ؽِٞٙ افز٢ اُؼي٣يٙ ػ٘ل  
Transliteration: Akteay alazyzah andak sherkat zain marah helouh magrbthaa. 
Translation: My dear sister, you have Zain Company. It is nicer. I used it. 
Comment 8 
ٓبًبٕ هٖل١ اماًبٗذ ث٘ذ آب اماًبٕ لاير ٗلٌ ا٢ُْحج٘جزٖ اٍلٚ   





Translation: (For woman), I‘m sorry my dear. It wasn‘t my intention. (For man), same. 
Comment 9 
٤وٓ٘زٞكٚ،ٓ٘زٞكٚثب١ ّوًٚ الٗي ثبالفاشزشمٖ ُالٍق ؽج٤جز٢ ًِٜب ّوًبد ثِق ٍٝوهٚ   
Transliteration: Lealasafa habybatey kelah sherkat baleef waa sarqah ashtarkey bay shrekah 
leank balekyer mantwfa mantwfah. 
Translation: Sorry my love all companies are scam and thieves. Your contract with any 
company may be stolen. 
Comment 10 
غلطبًَاهٍٞ ُٜب اٍلٚ علاعلا ٝاٗب   
Transliteration: Aqwal laha assfah jedan jedan waa anna galtanh. 
Translation: I‘m extremely sorry and I made a mistake. 
4.3.1.7 Results of Research Question 1 [Gender Identity Construction Strategies] 
From the analysis of the gender-related words in the comments data, the following 
findings are obtained. 
1- Saudi Arabian youths use different linguistic strategies to construct their gender identities 
online including using real names (in the case of males) and using nicknames (in the case 
of females) due to Saudi Arabian cultural norms.   
2- In addition to the use of real and nicknames as a gender identity construction strategy, 
other gender-specific words were also used by males (اٍق / Sorry) and females (by 
adding a suffix to show feminine gender- ٚاٍل / Sorry). 
3- It is clear that male and females use different language and construct their respective 




4.3.2 Data Analysis of Screen Captures at Nonlinguistic Levels for Identity Construction 
Strategies 
As a part of the data analysis process, after analysing the data at linguistic levels to see 
the region, tribe, religion and gender-specific words, the screen captures of the comments were 
analysed at nonlinguistic levels. It is known that people use various nonlinguistic means such as 
specific dress, food, and specific celebration in a specific way, pictures of various places and 
people to show their belonging to a specific group of people or belonging to a specific region, 
tribe, belief or gender. Therefore, the data in the form of pictures/images collected from the 
social media website, wherein the Saudi Arabian youths posted different pictures/images, was 
analysed step-by-step, focusing on region, tribe, religion and gender aspects. This was with the 
aim of seeing how the Saudi youths constructed their regional, tribal, religious and gender 
identities using various nonlinguistic means. The analysis was undertaken with the aim of 
seeking answers to the first research question—What nonlinguistic strategies did the Saudi 
youths use to construct their various identities? This analysis and its results are presented one by 
one in the following sub-sections. 
4.3.2.1 Non-linguistic strategies used to construct regional identity 
The images and pictures collected from the Saudi youths‘ postings on the social media 
website created for the purpose of data collection were analysed to see if these images reflected 
any regionality aspects. Based on the regionality criteria, these images were classified under 
different sections such as images of region-specific modern architecture, images of a region-
specific food dish, images of a region-specific fort/castle, images of region-specific old 
architecture, images of traditional home stuff, images of traditional dance, images of region-




specific historical monuments and images of region-specific traditional dance. Then their 
frequency was counted to draw proper conclusions. The following table (Table 13) offers an 
overview of such images‘ classification.  
Table 13: Classification of Region-Specific Images Posted by the Participants to Show their 
Regional Identity 
No. Regions Region-Related Images Counts Total 
Counts 
Male Female 
1 East Image of fort/castle 1  3 
Image of modern architecture 2  
2 West Image of specific historical 
monument 
 1 4 
Image of modern architecture  1 
Image of food dish  1 
Image of specific sport club 1  
3 Centre Image of fort/castle  2 5 
Image of modern architecture 1  
Image of old architecture  1 
Image of food dish  1 
4 South Image of food dish 1  2 
Image of specific mountain/hill 1  
5 North Image of fort/castle  1 15 
Image of specific historical 
monument 
1  
Image of specific old architecture 2  
Image of specific modern 
architecture 
2 1 
Image of specific food dish 1  
Image of specific mountain/ 
hill/river 
2  
Image of specific present/past 
leader/personality 
 1 
Image of traditional home stuff  3 







As is shown in Table 13 above, the participants from different regions used different 
region-specific images to construct their regional identity through different nonlinguistic means. 
The highest number of region-specific images were posted from the north region participants (15 
counts) followed by centre (5), west (4), east (3), and south (2). This is shown in the following 
Figure 17. 
 
Figure 17. Region-wise posting of region-specific images by the participants 
When the images were analysed, focusing on the content, the following results were 
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Table 14: Top-Used Region-Specific Images by the Participants 
No. Region-Related Images Posted by 








1 Image of modern architecture 5 2 7 
2 Image of fort/castle 1 3 4 
3 Image of food dish 2 2 4 
4 Image of old architecture 2 1 3 
5 Image of specific mountain/hill/river 3 0 3 
6 Image of traditional home stuff 0 3 3 
7 Image of specific historical monument 1 1 2 
8 Image of specific sport club 1 0 1 
9 Image of specific present/past 
leader/personality 
0 1 1 
1
0 
Other nonlinguistic markers 1 0 1 
 
 
As seen in Table 14 above, the images about regional-specific modern architecture were 
used the most (5 counts by males and 2 counts by females, 7 counts in total). These were 
followed by images about region-specific forts/castles with 4 counts (1 male and 3 females), 
images about regional food dishes 4 counts (2 males and 2 females), images of old architecture 3 
counts (2 males and 1 female), images of region-specific mountain/hill/river 3 counts (posted by 
males), images of region-specific traditional home stuff 3 counts (all posted by females).  





Figure 18. Top used region-specific images by males and females 
4.3.2.2 Results of Research Question 1 [Nonlinguistic Strategies used to Construct Regional 
Identity] 
From the analysis of the region-specific images, the following results were obtained: 
1- Saudi Arabian youths used different nonlinguistic strategies such as posting region-
specific images of old/new architecture, images of region-specific forts/castles, and 
images of region-specific food dishes. 
2- The regional identity of a person is constructed online not only through linguistic means 
but also through nonlinguistic means such as images and pictures. 
3- The top used images for regional identity construction included images of modern 
architecture, fort/castle, food dish, old architecture, rivers, mountains, hills and 
traditional stuff.  
4- Male participants preferred posting images of modern architecture and images of 
mountains, rivers and hills whereas female participants preferred to post images of 

































4.3.2.3 Nonlinguistic Strategies used to Construct Religious Identity 
The nonlinguistic data, collected in the form of images and pictures from the postings of 
the participants on the social media website, was analysed at the next level to find out the 
nonlinguistic strategies used for constructing religious identity as this was one of the aims of the 
study.  Therefore, all the religion-specific images were classified along with the counts for which 
they were used. The following Table 15 offers an overview of this.  
Table 15: Classification of Religious-Specific Images Posted by the Participants to Show their 
Religious Identity 
No. Images Related to Religion/Religious Places Gender Total 
Counts 
Male Female 
1 Images related to Holy Kaaba 8 5 13 
2 Images related to Holy Madinah 1 1 2 
3 Image of praying man/girl/baby 1 0 1 
4 Images about Holy Qur‘an 0 1 1 
5 Image of  compassion for  animals 0 1 1 
6 Images of religious words 1 3 4 
 
 
As is shown in Table 15 above, the participants used different religious images to 
construct their religious identity through various nonlinguistic means. Most of the images (13 
counts) were about Holy Kaaba which is a sacred and revered place for Muslims around the 
globe. They were used by 8 males and 5 females. The other religious images (4 counts) included 
pictures of various religious words which were mostly used by the females (3 counts and 1 count 
by males). These religious images that were used to construct religious identity by males and 





Figure 19. Religious images used to construct religious identity by males and females 
4.3.2.4 Results of Research Question 1 [Nonlinguistic Strategies used to Construct Religious 
Identity] 
From the analysis of the religion-specific images, the following results were obtained- 
1- Saudi Arabian youths used different nonlinguistic strategies such as posting images 
related to Holy Kaaba, Holy Madinah, religious words, images of children praying, and 
images about the Holy Qur‘an to construct their religious, Muslim identity.  
2- Individuals constructed their religious identity not only through linguistic means such as 
using religion-specific words but also by using images of sacred, holy places and books 
as well as praying practices and dress. 
3- The most used images were about Holy Kaaba which is sacred to every Muslim.   
4.3.2.5 Nonlinguistic Strategies used to Construct Gender Identity 
After analysing the data, both linguistic and nonlinguistic, for understanding the 
strategies used by the participants to construct their regional, tribal, and religious identities, the 
nonlinguistic data of images were analysed to see the nonlinguistic strategies employed by the 
males and females to construct their respective gender identity as this was one of the aims and 




























classified gender wise to see how they helped in creating their gender identity. This classification 
is summarised in Table 16 below to offer an overview.  
Table 16: Classification of Gender-Specific Images Posted by the Participants to Show their 
Gender Identity 
No. Images Posted to Construct Gender Identity  




1 Images about nature and natural beauties  
such as rivers, gardens, greenery 
10 10 20 
2 Images of veiled girls/free girls - 12 12 
3 Images of flower - 10 10 
4 Images of castle/ adventure place/trips 10 - 10 
5 Images of food/drink dishes 5 5 10 
6 Images of child 2 7 9 
7 Images describing old people/parents 3 6 9 
8 Images of royal white 
falcon/shaheen/wild/brave birds 
6 1 7 
9 Images of camel/black horse/other domestic 
animal 
5 - 5 
10 Images of national monument/flag 3 2 5 
11 Images of couples - 4 4 
12 Images of heart - 2 2 
13 Images of lion /wild animals 2 - 2 
14 Images of wild dove/yamama/feminine tender, 
beautiful birds 
- 2 2 
15 Images of luxury cars 1 - 1 
 
 
As seen in Table 16 above, the male and female participants used different nonlinguistic 
strategies to construct their respective gender identity though images. The most used images 
included images about nature and natural beauties such as rivers, mountains, gardens, greenery 




veiled girls/free girls were the second highest posted pictures with 12 counts all by the females. 
As the females are not easily allowed to post their real pictures online, they used such pictures of 
veiled girls to show their conditions as well as free girls enjoying themselves to show their wish 
to enjoy themselves in the same way as those girls. As flowers are often associated with females 
due to beauty, the images of flowers were the next highest used images with 10 counts, all from 
females. Castle/mountain tracking or visits to adventurous places are traditionally male-
dominated activities, at least in the Arab countries. Thus, the next highest used images were 
about these activities, all used by the males (10 counts) to reveal their masculine gender. The 
images about various foods and drinks were shared by males and females (10 counts: five males 
and five females). The images related to drinks were often used by the males while images about 
food were used by the females. The images about the child and parents (9 counts) were mostly 
used by the females as the female nature is associated with compassion and love. These are 
shown in the form of Figure 20 below. 
 
Figure 20. Images posted by males and females 
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Table 17: Top Used Images by Each Gender to Show their Gender Identity 
No. Images Posted by Males Counts Images Posted by Females Counts 
1 Images about nature and natural 
beauties such as rivers, gardens, 
greenery 
10 Images of veiled girls/free girls 12 
2 Images of adventurous place/trips 10 Images of flower 10 
3 Images of royal white falcon/ 
shaheen/ wild/ brave birds 
6 Images of child 7 
4 Images of food/drink dishes 5 Images describing old people/ 
parents 
6 
5 Images of camel/black horse/other 
domestic animal 
5 Images of couples 4 
 
These top used pictures by each gender are shown in the following Figures 21 and 22.  
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Figure 22.Top five categories of images posted by females 
4.3.2.6 Results of Research Question 1 [Gender Identity Construction Nonlinguistic 
Strategies] 
From the analysis of the gender-specific images, the following results were obtained: 
1- Saudi Arabian youths used different nonlinguistic strategies such as posting images 
related to nature and natural beauties such as rivers, mountains, gardens, and greenery, 
images of veiled girls/free girls, images of flowers, images of castle, mountain tracking or 
visits to adventurous places, images about various foods and drinks, and images about the 
child and parents to construct their male and female gender identity.  
2- The choice of images posted by males and females speaks a lot about the status of males 
and females in Saudi society and their presence and freedom on social media. 
3- Individuals constructed their gender identity not only through linguistic means such as 
using gender-specific words but also by using images. 
4.3.2.7 Nonlinguistic Strategies used to Construct Tribal Identity 
After analysing linguistic and nonlinguistic data for understanding the strategies used by 
the participants to construct their regional, tribal, religious, and gender identities, the 
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the Saudi youths to construct their tribal identities. To this end, tribe-related images, posted by 
the participants, were classified based on tribes to see how the participants constructed their 
tribal identities. From the analysis of the region-specific images, the following results were 
obtained which are summarised in the following Table 18. 
Table 18: Top Used Images by Participants to Show their Tribal Identity 
No. Images Related to Tribe Counts 
1 Image of tribe names 4 
2 Image of cultural/tribal celebration 1 
3 Image about man of tribe 1 
4 Image of tribal hero 1 
5 Image of poet 1 
6 Image of tribe place 1 
 
 
These results are also summarised in the following Figure 23. 
 
Figure 23. Types of tribe-related images posted by the Saudi youths 
As seen in Table 18 and Figure 23 above, the Saudi youths employed different 
nonlinguistic strategies to construct their tribal identities though images. These images included 
images about tribes‘ names, tribal celebrations, tribal heroes, and tribal poets. Of the participants, 
4 posted images about different tribe names, and 2 posted images for the Alanazi tribe name. The 
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Alanazi tribe lives in the north region and it is the biggest tribe in the Arabian Peninsula. One 
posted an image of the Alshammri tribe‘s name which is the second largest tribe in the Arabian 
Peninsula. One image was posted about the Alhrbi tribe‘s name which is found mainly in the 
centre region. One image was posted about cultural/tribal celebration, and this was about the 
tribal dancing from the south region. The image depicted dancers from south region dancing with 
daggers. It was from the Algamidi tribe and it was used by the participant to construct his tribal 
identity. Other images included the image of Sadwan Alawajay, a Sheikh from the Alanazi tribe 
from the north region. He was a hero during his time and his image was posted by a male 
participant to construct his tribal identity. Other tribe-related images posted by the participants 
included: 1) image of a Bedouin hunter with lion showing the courage of the Bedouins; 2) image 
of poet Kalaaf ibn Hathal from the Alotibai tribe; and 3) image of a small tribal village. These 
were used to construct different tribal identities.  
4.3.2.8 Results of Research Question 1 [Tribal Identity Construction Nonlinguistic 
Strategies] 
From the analysis of the tribe-related images, the following results were obtained: 
1- Saudi Arabian youths used different nonlinguistic strategies such as posting tribe-specific 
images of tribe name, images of cultural/tribal celebration, image of tribe head, image of 
tribal hero, image of tribal poet and image of tribal village to construct their tribal 
identities. 
2- The choice of images posted by the participants reflects the Saudi youths‘ feeling of 
taking pride in their tribes and tribe-related artefacts. 
3- The Saudi youths employed not only linguistic but also nonlinguistic strategies to 




The present study aimed to examine the different strategies adopted by Saudi youths in 
constructing their different identities and these involve tribal, regional, gender identity, and 
politeness/impoliteness strategies when interacting online. On the basis of the analysis of the 
research data and the obtained findings, it can be stated that construction of identity is intentional 
and is conducted through the use of language and other methods, such as using specific dress 
images and symbols. More specifically, in linguistic strategies, identity construction is made 
through the use of distinct words, phrases, and dialects whereas in nonlinguistic strategies, it is 
made through the use of distinct dress, symbols and pictures. Such identity construction is 
notable not only in daily face-to-face communication but also in online interactions. With the 
permeation of technology into daily lives and its influence on every aspect of life, identity 
construction and strategies utilised for online communication need examination to provide 
insight into the way technology influences our presentation of ourselves via communication. 
Moreover, identity construction by means of the nonlinguistic method was adopted by the study 
participants through their use of images/pictures, revealing their religious identity, gender 
identity, and tribal identity.  
4.4 Research Question 1:  Discussion of the Findings of Identity Construction Strategies 
It has been argued that people use language consciously or unconsciously to reveal their 
geographical origin. From the speech of an individual, one can guess and say where that person 
comes from as his/her accent and dialect reveal/show his/her regional origin or background. 
Thus, people use language to show where they come from. In this research, I wanted to see if this 
regional identity construction process also happens in virtual reality or in online communication. 
According to the findings arrived at, based on the analysis of the data, it can be clearly said that 




linguistic strategies. These strategies include using region-specific words or phrases to show 
where that participant belonged (see Table 7). Through the use of such region-specific words and 
phrases, participants were attempting to identify and associate themselves with other members 
sharing same geographical origin. Burbano-Elizondo (2006) and (Milroy, 1980, 1981) have 
reported that people from different regions use region-specific linguistic utterances to reflect the 
individual‘s membership of a specific region. In the Saudi Arabian context this regionality aspect 
of Arabic language was studied by researchers such as Nadwi (1968) who studied the dialects in 
the south region of Saudi Arabia. Al-Shahrani (1988) also reported that people from Asi:r 
province use their region-specific dialect to show their Asi:r-region identity. Similar findings 
were also reported by Omar (1975) about the west region-specific words and dialect for west-
region identity construction. Omar‘s (1975) results about how Hijazi people use Hijazi words 
such as (ٛبكا/this), (ًز٤و/more, much), (ٙٞا٣/ yes) and (ٖكؽ٤/now) to construct their regional identity 
also are in line with my findings as similar words were used by the participants from the west 
region for construction of their regional identity in their online commenting.  Similar findings 
were also reported by Cantineau (1937) and Abboud (1964, 1975, 1978, 1979) about the centre 
and north region dialects to construct their respective regional identities through their region-
specific words and phrases.  
One of the aims of the study was to find the linguistic strategies used by the participants 
to construct their identities such as tribal identity. That is, to see how tribal background and tribal 
information of an individual is revealed and reflected through his/her language use not only in 
face-to-face communication but also during online interactions. From the analysis of the data 




the tribal background of an individual along with his/her regional background, as seen in the 
previous section.  
The notable thing about Saudi tribes is that most of them are region specific. In this 
matter, due to lack of relevant literature and reliable sources, the researcher formed a committee 
to substantiate the new findings in this study. The committee was comprised of five persons, one 
from each region, and they agreed that the tribe names belong to their regions. For example, 
Alahmari, Alqahtani, Alasmariy, Alsharani, Algamdia, Alzahrani and Alharthy tribes are often 
found residing in the south region of the Kingdom of Saudi Arabia. Ibrahim, aged 37, from the 
south region, confirmed that these tribes belong to his region and therefore this assumption was 
100% accurate. The (Alanazi, Alshammari, Albalawi, Alrwailly, Alotaibi and Alzahrani) tribes 
are found in the west region and the north region. Mezna, aged 41, from the north region, 
confirmed that these tribes belong to her region and that this assumption was 98% accurate. The 
centre region tribes include Aldossari, Alharbia, and Alawni and Ibrahim, aged 29, confirmed 
that these tribes belong to the centre region and that the assumption was 94% accurate. The east 
region tribe includes Alshamsi, and Younes, aged 39, from the east region confirmed that this 
tribe does not belong to the east region, rendering this assumption only 10% accurate—the 
majority of this tribe belongs to the United Arab Emirates. They are predominant in these regions 
in addition to their presence all over the country in different cities and villages. Scholars such as 
Al-Rasheed (2008) report that tribal affiliation becomes the first important marker of a narrow 
identity that defines the individual and anchors him/her in an old hierarchy of noble tribes, whose 
prestige and standing stem from their early historic support for the message of the Prophet. 
While this identity of an individual in Saudi Arabia is constructed on the basis of kinship and 




the land from polytheism according to Al-Rasheed (2008). Saudi Arabia is a very young country 
with an old history and culture (Maisel, 2013).  The population appears very homogenous, 
predominantly Arab and Muslims (Maisel, 2013). According to Almakrami (2015), the tribes in 
Saudi Arabia are usually big and consist of hundreds of members and the culture encourages 
people to generally know and connect with all members of their tribes. In Saudi Arabia, the 
importance of tribe is a sensitive issue. There are two statuses of the tribes in Saudi Arabia—
high status (noble) and low status tribes in the social hierarchy. Individuals from high status or 
noble tribes marry from each other‘s tribe and low status tribes marry from tribes of their status 
only. However, people take pride in their tribal background irrespective of its status (although 
noble) status tribes often try to show their tribal background more than the others as social pride. 
Each tribe is headed by the Shaikh and all the members of that tribe are supposed to follow him 
and he commands respect. Each tribe also has its own distinct habits, customs, rituals, foods, 
attire and legendary heroes, and the members of the tribes often show pride in these aspects and 
show and reflect them consciously in their day-to-day living as well as in their virtual presence 
on social media.  
The study intended to see how Saudi Arabian youths constructed their various religious 
identities. From the results, it was seen that the participants used different religious words and 
expressions to construct and show their religious identity. These results are a reflection of Saudi 
culture as one can hear such words and expressions in the daily conversations of Saudi people. 
Often the religious words and expressions are used to show the politeness aspect as well as 
sincerity on the part of the speaker. For example, the expression,  ٝهللا / By God shows that the 
speaker is truthful. The expression اف٢ / brother is used to show politeness in the speech of the 




language use as concluded by Al-Saggaf (2012). The findings of the study are similar to the 
views expressed by researchers such as Almakrami (2015) and Bajri (2005) who stated that 
Saudis often use blessing expressions such as ―Allah yirẓaʕalēki ‗ هللا ٣و٠ٙ ػ٤ِي‘ (May God be 
pleased with you), bring me a glass of water, please‖, and ―Allah yijzakxēr ‗هللا ٣غياى ف٤و‘ (―May 
Allah reward you with His blessings‖) to express politeness. 
Also, the aim of the study was to see how males and females constructed their gender 
identity online. It also attempted to see who uses real names more and who uses nicknames more 
in the Saudi Arabian context. The findings revealed that males used real names more than 
females. Females used nicknames more due to social and cultural restrictions and norms. They 
also used gender-specific language through suffixation to show distinct genders of males and 
females through the use of their gender-specific language. 
Talking about language and gender, Tannen (1995) elaborates on distinct communication 
patterns used by men and women where people of male gender tend to use a direct and forceful 
style whereas members of female gender prefer an indirect and friendly style. Scholars such as 
Savicki (1996) have also reported such gender differences in an online context, concluding that 
people of female gender attempted to avoid or reduce tension. Baxter (2010) also concluded that 
women constantly monitor their language. In the case of Saudis and the findings of this study, 
one can easily identify the gender difference in the use of expressions such as ( ِٖاًزج/ be careful, 
 I /غلطبًَ,sorry/اسفَ,Forgive me /اعزسٌٖٗ,she /الْحذٍ,contract /اشزشمٖ,my dear /حج٘جزٖ ,I used it /هجشثزِب
made a mistake,ٍهسزعذ/ ready, َهزأسف / sorry,ٌٖ٘سبهح/ forgive me) used by females and 
 sorry) used by males to/هزبسف, I will /هسزعذ,Sorry /اسف,my brother/ّاًباخْك,Illuminating/هٌْس)
show their masculine identity. These findings are in line with the findings reported by Bamman, 




female words such as ‗ؽج٤جز٢/ ḥabībti/ dearest‘ (p. 74). In Arabic language, the suffixation helps 
in denoting and identifying the gender as is seen in the examples such as (ٌٖٗاعزس/ Forgive, 
 .are used to show feminine gender of the language user (ُـ) sorry) where suffixes (ٕ) and/اسفَ
Another notable finding of this study was that female participants used nicknames in their 
profiles. This was for many reasons. The main reasons are cultural and religious norms. In a 
similar study, Almakrami (2015) found that the females preferred considerably higher levels of 
secrecy than the males. Almakrami (2015) noted that ―many of the Saudi female participants 
showed a significant desire to remain anonymous on Facebook (by using false details)‖ (p. 153). 
It is to be noted that internet use by males is culturally more acceptable than females in Saudi 
Arabia (Al-Kahtani, Ryan, & Jefferson., 2006; Pengiran-Kaharab, Syed-Ahmadac, Ismaild, & 
Murphy, 2010). According to Almakrami (2015) the tribal reputation and Saudi culture place a 
high emphasis on family reputation. Thus, women‘s reputation is held in high regard in Saudi 
Arabia, with a tarnished reputation leading to serious outcomes for the women and their families 
(Almakrami, 2015). Thus, any real photo of a female on social media may bring a bad name for 
the family and to the whole tribe. Therefore, distributing women‘s photographs is forbidden and 
is deemed to be a form of attacking the individual‘s or her family‘s reputation that could even 
involve blackmailing (Al-Saggaf & Weckert, 2011).  
To sum up, in this section I attempted to uncover various linguistic strategies used by the 
Saudi Arabian youths to construct their regional, tribal, religious and gender identities. It was 
revealed that participants used region-specific words, phrases and dialects to show to which 
region they belonged. They also used tribe-specific names in their profiles to denote their tribal 
background and belonging. From the data analysis, it was found that the online language use in 




the deep religious influence on the lives and communication of the Saudi Arabian youths.  The 
participants also used the language related to their gender to show to which gender they 
belonged.  
After this discussion of the data relating to the linguistic strategies used by the 
participants to construct their various identities, in what follows I will elaborate on the 
nonlinguistic strategies used by the participants to construct their regional, tribal, religious and 
gender identities.    
Individuals construct their various identities consciously or unconsciously using different 
linguistics and nonlinguistic strategies. The linguistic strategies include use of gender-, tribe-, 
region-, religion-, and nation-specific words or phrases or dialect or accent.  The nonlinguistic 
strategies include using pictures related to gender, tribe, and region that may include pictures of 
flowers, cars, animals, historical monuments or architecture. Elaborating on the metaphorical use 
of animals, Jokha Alharthi of Oman observes that the gazelle is metaphorically used in the 
classical Arabic poetry to connote the desirable beloved female (2015). Brosh (2013) also argues 
that Arabs have ―revered gazelles for years as creatures of striking beauty and astounding speed‖ 
(p. 22). Certain birds and animals are also used to construct national identity. Using real photos 
of girls to show gender identity is not normal in Arab countries.  This is due to the cultural 
restrictions as reported by Almakrami (2015). He reports that the distribution of photographs of 
women is forbidden in Saudi Arabian society. Similar findings were also reported by Al-Saggaf 
and Weckert (2011). 
 In the case of Saudi Arabia, the falcon and camel serve as symbols of national identity. 
Saudis perceive the falcon as symbol of force and courage. Brosh (2013) argues that the camel 




describe camels as symbols of ―humility, willingness to serve and obstinacy‖ (p. 67), the horse as 
―symbol of power‖ (p. 69) and the snake as a symbol of ―danger, charm and sexual energy 
(especially male)‖ (p. 73). Flowers are often associated with new life and growth and they have 
different significance in each country and culture. Saudi females often prefer red roses and often 
construct their gender identity by using pictures of different flowers as their profile pictures on 
different social media sites. Stanger, Alnaghaimshi and Pearson‘s (2017) study concluded that 
Saudi Arabian female Facebook users used pictures of flowers as their profile pictures to 
construct their female identity. Helal (2017), an Arab American contributing writer also 
elaborates on images of eyes used as profiles pictures by Arab females to construct their gender 
identity on different social networking sites. Martinez (2017) has extensively researched and 
elaborated on how dress has been used for centuries to construct different identities in the Saudi 
Arabian context.  
The images used by participants to construct their religious identity included images of 
holy places, books, and praying practices. In our daily life, people often reveal their religious 
identity through the use of language (Jaspal & Coyle, 2010). Not only language but other 
symbols and architecture such as skull cap, full veil, holly cross or church, synagogue, masjid, 
and temple are also used to construct religious identities. With regard to Saudi Arabia, most of 
the Saudis follow Islam and their religious identity is also noticeable from their conversations as 
they are marked with the use of religious terminologies. However, when it comes to online 
communication, various holy and sacred places and things also serve as nonlinguistic markers to 
construct the religious identity of an individual. This has been noted in the results of this study.  
The results of this study speak for themselves. They reveal the status and level of 




to use images of other females and flowers to create their female identity.  These results are 
contrary to Kim and Papacharissi (2003) who investigated the cross-cultural differences in online 
presentation at the Yahoo homepage in both the Korean collectivistic society and the US 
individualistic society. Their results indicate that Americans talk and present themselves in a 

































Chapter 5: Politeness/Impoliteness Strategies Used by the Saudi Arabian 
Youths Online: Data Analysis, Results and Discussion [Research Question 2] 
5.1 Introduction  
After analysing the data for finding out linguistic and nonlinguistic strategies used by the 
Saudi Arabian youths for identity construction, the data were analysed at the third level to gain a 
comprehensive understanding of the politeness strategies used by the Saudi Arabian youths. This 
was aimed at answering the second research question of the study—Which strategies are used by 
Saudi Arabian young adults to be polite/impolite in their online communication? To this end, 
first the data were analysed for studying politeness strategies using the framework of Brown and 
Levinson (1978, 1987). Blum and Kulka‘s (1989) CCSARP Coding manual was also used at this 
level to code the strategies used by the participants to be polite. An attempt was made to see 
under which categories of Brown and Levinson the polite expressions of Saudi Arabian youths 
came. These expressions were compared with the strategies of politeness of Brown and Levinson 
(1978; 1987) namely bald on-record, positive politeness, negative politeness and off-record. The 
expressions of Saudi Arabian youths which could not be classified under these strategies and 
their sub-strategies, were noted under a new strategies section and an appropriate term was used 
to describe these new strategies. These new strategies will be discussed in the following sections. 
But first, the general analysis of politeness strategies found in the selected topic is offered in the 
Table 5 (see Appendix G).  
5.2 Analysis of the Data for Studying Politeness Strategies used by the Saudi Arabian 
Youths Online 
Brown and Levinson (1978, 1987) have proposed four primary categories of face-




politeness and off-record. Following the table of general data analysis of politeness (see 
Appendix G), it can be said that the Saudi Arabian youths employed the positive politeness 
strategy more than other strategies. It was used 259 times through different words and 
expressions.  
The second most frequently used politeness strategy, following Brown and Levinson 
(1978, 1987), was negative politeness which counted for 102 words and expressions. The 
remaining two strategies, namely bald on-record and off-record, counted for 20 and 12 counts 
respectively in the selected data. These data are presented in the form of a chart below (Figure 
24) to offer an overview of politeness strategies use among the Saudi Arabian youths in their 
online communication: 
 
Figure 24. Counts of politeness strategies used by the participants 
Figure 24 above shows that positive politeness is the most used politeness strategy. The 
percentage of this use is illustrated in the following chart (Figure 25) to get an understanding of 


















Figure 25. Percentage of politeness strategies used by the participants 
As Figure 25 above shows, positive politeness strategies use accounted for 66% among 
the Saudi Arabian youths while commenting and interacting online on a social networking 
website. This was followed by negative politeness which accounted for 26%.  It should be noted 
here that Brown and Levinson sub-categorise positive politeness into different strategies such as:  
1) Notice, attend to hearer (his/her interests, wants, needs, goods); 2) Exaggerate (interest 
approval, sympathy with hearer); 3) Intensify interest to hearer; 4) Use in-group identity 
markers; 5) Seek agreement; 6) Avoid disagreement; 7) Presuppose/raise/assert common ground; 
8) Jokes; 9) Offer, promise, include both speaker and hearer in the activity; 10) Give (or ask for) 
reasons; and 11) Give gifts to hearer (goods, sympathy,   understanding, cooperation). The 
politeness strategies according to Brown and Levinson (1987) are discussed in the following 
sections. 
5.2.1 Bald on-Record Strategy 
Figure 25 above shows that the bald on-record politeness strategy was used by 5% of 













FTA, and FTA-oriented strategies. Under the first category of non-minimising of FTA, there are 
different sub-strategies such as:  in cases of great urgency or desperation; in the case of channel 
noise, or where communication difficulties exploit pressure to speak with maximum efficiency 
such as in calling across a distance; task oriented, in this kind of interaction face redress will be 
irrelevant, speaker‘s want to satisfy hearer‘s face is small, either because the speaker is powerful 
and does not fear retribution or non-cooperation from the hearer, the speaker wants to be rude 
without risk of offending, so the speaker does not care about maintaining face; sympathetic 
advice or warnings; and granting permission for something that the hearer has requested. The 
FTA-oriented strategies include sub-strategies such as welcome, farewell and offers. 
When these strategies were studied further to find the counts for each sub-strategy among 
the Saudi Arabian youths, the following results were achieved (as shown in Table 19 below):  
Table 19: Top Five Counts of Bald on-Record Strategies 
No. Sub-strategies Gender Total 
Male Female 
 A) Non minimising of FTA    
1 In cases of great urgency or desperation  1 3 4 
2 Speaker wants to be rude without risk of 
offending, so speaker does not care about 
maintaining face 
1  1 
3 Sympathetic advice or warnings 7 6 13 
 B) FTA-oriented    
1 Welcome   1 1 
















Figure 26. Top used bald on-record strategy by the participants 
From Table 19 above it is seen that the Saudi youths used ―sympathetic advice or 
warnings‖ 13 times in their commenting on the social networking website. It was used 7 times by 
males, while females used it 6 times. The comment below reflects this advice: 
 الصم الْاحذ دح٘ي ٗعشف اًَ غلطبى ّٗعزشف ثخطبئَ ّالٌٗظش لغ٘شٍ
Transliteration: Lazam alwahad dahyan ayaraf annah galtan waa yatrafa bkatah waalaa yanthear 
lgyrah/ 
Translation: It is necessary to admit the mistake if you made it rather than complaining to others. 
The person commenting is giving advice bald on-record to admit the mistake he made 
while complaining about the police officer. This language use reflects the aspect of politeness 
about bald on-record.  
االًزشًذ خخذه ثخصْص ارصبالد ششمخ افضل اٗش سوحزْا لْ اسزفسبس عٌذٕ  
Transliteration: Anday asatfasaar lwaa samhatwaa a‘yash afadhel shrkt atsaalat baksawaasa 
kedamt alentrnt 
Translation:  Excuse me. I have a question. Which is the best internet company?   
―In cases of great urgency or desperation‖ was the second most used bald on-record 
politeness strategy which was used by one male and by three females, totalling 4 counts. The 
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expression is in the comment- اٗش/ a‘yash/ which shows this desperation. Thus, it can be said that 
the bald on-record strategy is deemed to be the third most commonly utilised strategy by Saudi 
youths, who are strangers to each other (no intimate or close relationships). This may be 
attributed to the reason that Saudi youth do not feel the need to decrease the threat to the hearer‘s 
face, convinced that speaker and hearer are in complete understanding they will not embarrass 
each other intentionally. Moreover, the Saudi youth may have established ways to understand 
and communicate with each other online that is clearly foreign to older people who face different 
situations and who have a higher tendency to decrease the threat to the hearer‘s face.  
 
Thus, from the result, it is also evident that the participants used the following items with 
their percentage frequency in their online communication: ―sympathetic advice or warnings 
(65%); ―in case of great urgency/desperation‖ (20%); ―speaker wants to be rude without risk of 
offending, so speaker does not care about maintaining face‖ (5%); ―you‘re welcome‖ (5%); and 
―farewell‖ (5%). The above items were utilised in the stories-sharing concerning themselves and 
opinions-sharing.  
5.2.2 Positive Politeness 
When the positive politeness strategies were studied further to find the counts for each of 
Brown and Levinson‘s sub-strategies among the Saudi Arabian youths, the following results 







Table 20: Details of the Use of Sub-strategies of Positive Politeness among the Saudi Arabian 
Youths 
 
No. Sub-strategies Gender Total 
 Male Female 
1 Seek agreement 26 23 49 
2 Give (or ask for) reasons 26 8 34 
3 Presuppose/raise/assert common 
ground 
17 12 29 
4 Exaggerate (interest approval, 
sympathy with hearer) 
8 8 16 
5 Notice , attend to hearer (his/her 
interests, wants, needs, goods) 
4 4 8 
6 Include both speaker and hearer in 
the activity 
4 4 8 
7 Give gifts to hearer (goods, 
sympathy,   understanding, 
cooperation) 
5 3 8 
8 Requesting and apologising 3 4 7 
9 Avoid disagreement 1 2 3 
10 Offer, promise  2 2 
11 Intensify interest to hearer 1  1 
12 Use in-group identity markers  1 1 
13 Jokes 1  1 







Figure 27. Top seven counts of positive politeness strategies 
As Table 20 above shows, ―seeking agreement‖ was the most used sub-strategy among 
the Saudi youths in positive politeness which was used 49 times. It was used 26 times by the 
males, while females used it 23 times. For example, this can be seen in the following comment: 
 ٝاٗب ٓغ االفذ ٗٞف اُؼب٤ُٔخ
Transliteration: waa anna maa alekat Nouf Alalmyah 
Translation: I agree with sister Nouf Alalmyah 
In the comment above, the participant seeks agreement with another participant showing 
positive politeness. This tendency of seeking agreement may be attributed to the Saudi people‘s 
tendency to steer clear of being in conflict with others as they live in the same close-knit 
community. Hence, seeking agreement is used to end the dialogue as a part of using 
compliments.  
―Giving or asking reasons‖ was the second most used sub-strategy of positive politeness. 
It was used 34 times. Male participants used it 26 times whereas female participants used it 8 
times. This is seen in the following comment of a participant wherein she/he is giving reasons for 
why some police officers work in a biased way by punishing some but releasing others whom 
they know or who have big, powerful connections with working elites in the government: 
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 اُٞاٍطٚ ٢ٛ أٌُِْٚ ػ٘لٗب
Transliteration: Alwastah heey almshkalah andan 
Translation: These powerful connections are our problem. 
―Presuppose/raise/assert common ground‖ was the next sub-strategy in its order of use. It 
was used a total of 29 times. Male participants used it 17 times while females used it 12 times. 
This is seen in the following comment of a participant wherein she/he asserts common ground so 
as to be polite positively.  
اهٟ اٗٚ ال ٣ٌٖٔ ؽَت ٓب  
Transliteration: Hasab maa araa annah laa ymkan 
Translation: Based on what I see, we can't.      
The ―notice or attend to the hearer (his/her interests, wants, needs, goods)‖ sub-strategy 
was used 8 times (4 times by males and 4 times by females). The following comment shows this 
wherein the participant pays notice to the interest of the other, thus showing the aspect of 
positive politeness in his/her comment. 
اُـيٝا َٓزٔو)اُـيٝ(ٓٞاًجذ أُغزٔغ ُٜنا )ٓٞاًجخ(ؿيٝ اُزٌُ٘ٞٞع٤ب ٝ  
 Transliteration: Gazwo altknlogay waa mwakabat almjtma lehathae algazwo mstmar 
Translation: Conquer the technology and keep up with the society to continue this 
invasion 
The sub-strategy ―Include both speaker and hearer in the activity‖ was also used 8 times 
(4 times by males and 4 times by females). This is noticed in the comment below where the 
participant included the other participant in the conversation as ―our‖ rather than arguing ―you‖ 




Arabia. Such inclusive use of ―our‖ shows another aspect of positive politeness in the comments 
of Saudi Arabian youths.  
 اُْوًبد ػ٘لٗب
Transliteration: Alsherkat andan 
Translation: Our companies. 
In addition to these sub-strategies, Saudi Arabian youths also used some new sub-
strategies of politeness. These will be detailed below in section 5.6.1 as a new contribution of 
this research.  
Focusing on the data in Table 20, it is observed that the total frequency of positive 
politeness among the Saudi youths was 141 items (54.4%) among males, and 118 items (45.5%) 
among females, indicating that the former outnumbered the latter while applying positive 
politeness strategies. Evidently, the participants used ―seek agreement‖ (18.9%) in their 
conversations with others and this often happens in disagreements in online communication.  
Moreover, the participants also used ―give (or ask for) reasons‖ (13.1%) when they 
provided reasons or requested them in their online communication. This is the same for the use 
of ―presuppose/raise/assert common ground‖ (11.1%) while commenting on social media; the 
participants are trying to steer clear of disagreeing with each other.  
5.2.3  Negative Politeness 
As noted in Figure 25 above, negative politeness strategies were used by 26% of the 
participants in their online commenting to different posts on the social media website. Brown 
and Levinson (1978, 1987) have sub-categorised the negative politeness strategy into different 
strategies such as: 1) Be conventionally indirect; 2) Be pessimistic; 3) Minimise imposition; 4) 




7) Impersonalise the speaker and the hearer; 8) State the FTA as a general rule; and 9) 
Nominalise. When these negative politeness strategies were studied further to find the counts for 
each sub-strategy among the Saudi Arabian youths, the following results were achieved. 
Table 21: Negative Politeness Strategy 
No. Sub-strategies Gender Total 
 Male Female 
1 Apologise 28 44 72 
2 Give difference 12 9 21 
3 Be pessimistic 3 3 6 
4 Be conventionally indirect 2 1 3 
Total  45 57 102 
 
 
The top four counts of the negative politeness strategy are shown in the following chart (Figure 
28): 
 
Figure 28. Top used negative politeness strategy by the participants 
As seen in Table 21 above, ―apologising‖ was the most used negative sub-strategy among 
the Saudi Arabian youths. It was used 72 times by the participants. Males used it 28 times while 
females used it 44 times. The higher counts for females show that females often tend to 
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an aspect of negative politeness wherein a person apologises to the other for breaking his/her 
mobile phone unintentionally when she/he hit her/him by mistake.  
 اٗب ٓزبٍق علا
Transliteration: Anna mtassafa jedan 
Translation: I‘m extremely sorry. 
―Give difference‖ was the second most used negative politeness sub-strategy which was 
used 21 times. Males used it 12 times while females used it 9 times. This is reflected in the 
following comment wherein the participant gives his/her different opinion saying that although 
powerful connections are the real problem in maintaining law and order rules equally, we should 
not lose hope and pray to such people not to do so when they oppress you by encroaching on 
your rights. The comment thus reflects the negative politeness aspect in the language use of the 
user.  
 اُٞاٍطٚ ٢ٛ أٌُِْٚ ػ٘لٗب ٌُٖٝ ػ٤ِي ثبُلػبء ػ٤ِْٜ اما اٗذ ٓظِّٞ
Transliteration: Alwastah heey almshkalah andan waa lakan alyk badaa alyhaoum ethae 
annt mathelom 
Translation: These powerful connections are our problem but we should pray to them if 
you are oppressed. 
―Be pessimistic‖ was another sub-strategy of negative politeness which was used 6 times 
by the Saudi Arabian youths. It was used 3 times by the males and 3 times by the females. This is 
seen in the following comment wherein the person commenting is pessimistic about the change 
in the behaviour of the corrupt police officers who fine some but let others go despite their 
crimes: 




Transliteration: Annta akatheat almkalfah waa lakan kalyha alla Allah leen maa rah ahad 
ysdqak faey almwqaf da waakateear maa nshwaf hada altsaraf 
Translation: You took the fine. Leave it to God. Because no one will believe you in this 
situation and we see such behaviours becoming very common. 
Another sub-strategy of negative politeness, ―be conventionally indirect‖, was used 3 
times. It was used 2 times by males and once by a female. It can be seen in the comment below 
wherein the person commenting is indirectly saying the person complaining about a corrupt 
police officer deserves the fine as he had made the mistake. This reflects another aspect of 
negative politeness.  
 هللا ٣ؼ٤ٖ كا٢٘ٓ ٓقبُق اٍزبَٛ
 Transliteration: Allah yaan damany mkalafa astahal 
Translation: God help you. If one has made the mistake, one deserves the punishment.   
5.2.4 Off-record Strategy 
The off-record politeness strategy was the least used strategy among the Saudi Arabian 
youths when commenting on the social networking website. Although this strategy includes 
various sub-strategies, only sub-strategies such as be ironic (5 counts: 3 by males and 2 by 
females); use rhetorical questions (4 counts: all by females); overstate (1 count by a female); use 
metaphors (1 count by a male); and over-generalise (1 count by a female) were used by the Saudi 
Arabian youths in the online commenting. Table 22 summarises this use of off-record politeness 







Table 22: Off-Record Strategy Sub-Strategies Use among the Saudi Arabian Youths 
No. Sub-strategies Gender Total 
Male Female 
1 Be ironic 3 2 5 
2 Use rhetorical questions  4 4 
3 Overstate  1 1 
4 Use metaphors 1  1 
5 Over-generalise  1 1 
Total  4 8 12 
 
 
The sub-strategy ―be ironic‖, which was used 5 times, can be seen in the comment below:  
 ٣َؼل٢ُ عٞٙ ػ٤َِ علا  
Transliteration: Yasadleey jawah alyal jedan 
Translation: He looks in quite a nice mood. 
 
―Use rhetorical questions‖ was used by 4 participants and is reflected in the following 
comment: 
 كؽ٤ٖ ٝهذ ٤ّْٚ
Transliteration: dahyana wakat shyshah 
Translation: Now the time for shyshah (smoking)? 
 
The ―overstate‖ sub-strategy was used by 1 participant which is shown in the following 
comment: 
 اُِـٚ االٗغ٤ِي٣خ اٍَٜ ُـٚ ٖٓ ؽ٤ش ٍوػخ رؼِٔٚ




Translation: English language is very easy to learn 
The top five counts of off-record strategy are shown in the following chart  
(Figure 29): 
 
Figure 29. Use of off-record sub-strategies among the Saudi Arabian youths online 
5.3 Analysis of the Data for Studying Impoliteness Strategies used by the Saudi Arabian 
Youths Online 
After analysing the data for exploring the politeness strategies used by the Saudi Arabian 
youths in their online commenting, the data were analysed at the fourth level to gain a thorough 
understanding of the impoliteness strategies used by the Saudi Arabian youths. The analysis was 
aimed at finding answers to the second research question of the study—Which strategies are used 
by Saudi Arabian young adults to be polite/impolite in their online communication? While 
analysing the data to this end, the impoliteness strategies were studied by applying Culpeper‘s 
(1996) framework. Culpeper (1996) believes that impoliteness implies linguistic behaviour 
which includes speech acts that are offensive to the faces of others. Culpeper established five 
primary categories of impoliteness strategy: Bald on-record Impoliteness; Positive Impoliteness; 
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analysis and the counts for each type in each of the topics is provided in  Table 6 of Appendix G, 
and is summarised in the form of a chart in the following Figure 30: 
 
Figure 30. Overviews of impoliteness strategies used by the Saudi Arabian youths 
As shown in Figure 30, the bald on-record impoliteness strategy was the most used 
impoliteness strategy among the Saudi Arabian youths when commenting online. It was used 110 
times by the participants while commenting to the seven topics. The second most used 
impoliteness strategy was negative politeness which was used 78 times. Sarcasm or mock 
impoliteness was third in order of use as it was used 18 times by the participants. The least used 
impoliteness strategy was positive impoliteness which was used 15 times. The details of each of 
these sub-strategies and the counts they received are given in the following sections.  
5.3.1  Bald on-Record Impoliteness 
From the data shown in Table 23 and Figure 31 below, it is noticed that the Saudi 
Arabian youths used the bald on-record impoliteness strategy more often compared to other 
impoliteness strategies. This strategy received 110 counts, implying that it was used by 50% of 
the participants. The main sub-strategy of the bald on-record impoliteness used by the 



















This was used by 49 male participants and 61 female participants. It is quite surprising to note 
that this sub-strategy of impoliteness was used more by the females than males as it is often 
perceived and argued that women are more polite than men. However, these data prove this to be 
opposite in this case as women were seen being more impolite. This is shown in the following 
Table 23.  
Table 23: The Use of Sub-strategy of Bald on-Record Impoliteness among Saudi Youths 




1 Direct FTA in clear, unambiguous way without 
concern for the hearer‘s face 
49 61 110 
Total  49 61 110 
 
 
This is also summarised in graphical form in the following chart (Figure 31): 
 
Figure 31. Use of sub-strategy ―direct FTA in clear, unambiguous way without concern for 
the hearer‘s face‖ among Saudi Arabian youths   
 
This use of ―direct FTA in clear, unambiguous way without concern for the hearer‘s 












Direct FTA in Clear Unambiguous Way Without Concern for the 




Impolite Expression 1: 
 karabyat/Rubbish thing /فواث٤ٜ
Impolite Expression 2:  
 Matkalafa/Mindless delinquent /ٓزقِق
Impolite Expression 3: 
طقبعا١ رطٞه ا١  /Which development which farts 
Impolite Expression 4: 
 Don‘t pray like a jackass/رٌِق هثل الحو٘ش
Impolite Expression 5: 
 Eat poo/ًَ ىم
 
As noticed in the expressions above, in the first example, a participant used the 
expression meaning ―rubbish thing‖ while arguing with another participant online. In the second 
example, the participant used another impolite expression meaning ―mindless delinquent‖. The 
participant was referring to Trump with impoliteness due to his anti-Islam rhetoric in his 
speeches during the presidential campaign. Therefore, the study participant described Trump 
with such an impolite expression which is a direct FTA in a clear, unambiguous way without any 
concern for the hearer‘s face. In the third example, a participant in response to an image of an old 
countryman enjoying using a laptop while smoking describes the image as ―farts‖ which is a 
clear impolite expression.  In examples four and five, participants are seen to be highly impolite 
to a participant who complained that he was charged wrongly by a policeman. The participants 




All of these expressions, used in comments by the participants, were direct, clear and 
unambiguous and made in a way without showing any concern for the hearer‘s face.   
All these examples reflect the use of Culpeper‘s (1996) impoliteness strategy (bald on 
record impoliteness) by male/female Saudi youths in their online communications. The bald on-
record impoliteness strategy was used in a direct, clear, unambiguous and short way in 
conditions where ‗face‘ was irrelevant or minimised. As shown above, the bald on-record 
impoliteness strategy is the strategy most commonly employed by Saudi youths in social website 
communication. Based on these results, the frequency (110) and percentage (50%), the males 
used the strategy 49 items (45%) and the females used it 61 items (56%). The participants‘ 
comments were direct, clear, unambiguous and made in way without concern for the hearer‘s 
face because the participants had the space to write what they wanted to without any concern for 
others. The results showed that females used the bald on-record impoliteness strategy more than 
the males. The reason Saudi females are unable to communicate with males (not relevant) face-
to-face is based on cultural norms (which are not relevant to them). The females are free to 
communicate online with irrelevant people. As such, they can be impolite in their social media 
communications. On the other hand, the males also had the space to be impolite on social media. 
Moreover, it was found that the participants in this study who used impoliteness were influenced 
by the topic.  
5.3.2 Positive Impoliteness 
The participants in the study used positive impoliteness with a frequency of 15 total 
counts. It was the third most used impoliteness strategy after bald on-record impoliteness and 
negative impoliteness. The participants used different sub-strategies of positive impoliteness 




Table 24: Positive Impoliteness Strategies Use among the Saudi Youths   
No. Sub-strategies Gender Total 
 Male Female 
1 Ignore, snub the other, fail to 
acknowledge the other‘s presence 
1  1 
2 Exclude the other from an activity 1 1 2 
3 Seek disagreement, such as selecting a 
sensitive topic 
5 6 11 
4 Call the other names 1  1 
Total  8 7 15 
 
 
As seen in Table 24 above, positive impoliteness was used 15 times by the participants in 
order to be impolite online. Males used it 8 times while females used it 7 times. The most used 
sub-strategy under positive impoliteness was ―seek disagreement, such as selecting a sensitive 
topic‖. This was used 11 times. Males used it 5 times while females used it 6 times. Thus, these 
results showed both males and females sought disagreement while commenting online. However, 
females used this strategy more than the males. These sub-strategies could be seen in examples 
such as: 
 اٗب افبُلٌْ اُواٟ اُِـٚ ٤َُذ ٜٓٔٚ
Translation: I disagree with you. English language is not important. 
In the comment above, a participant does not agree with the view that English is an 
important language in the Saudi Arabian context. The participant reports the disagreement with 
―I disagree‖. 
The other sub-strategies used were ―exclude the other from an activity‖, ―ignore, snub the 
other, fail to acknowledge the other‘s presence‖ and ―call the other names‖. These were seen in 




  .Now you got the fine. So don‘t cry here / كؽ٤ٖ افند أُقبُلٚ ٝال رغٌِ رزجٌجي ٛ٘ب
  .yaa abo bkbakah/ O‘ crying/٣ب اثٞ ثٌجٌٚ
In the examples above, a person who paid the fine was snubbed as well as was called 
with derogatory names such as ―O‘ Crying‖. Such use was indeed with the intention of being 
impolite to the other person.  
5.3.3 Negative Impoliteness 
The negative impoliteness strategy was the second most used strategy of impoliteness 
among the Saudi Arabian youths. It was used 52 times when commenting online. Unlike the bald 
on-record impoliteness strategy where participants used only one sub-strategy, Saudi Arabian 
youths used different sub-strategies of negative impoliteness. These are summarised below in 
their order of use from high to low in the following Table 25: 
Table 25: Negative Impoliteness used by the Saudi Arabian Youths along with their Counts 
No. Sub-strategies Gender Total 
 Male Female 
1 Frighten the other 3  3 
2 Condescend, scorn or ridicule, 
emphasise your relative power 
16 11 27 
3 Emphasise your relative power 2  2 
4 Invade the other‘s space—literally or 
metaphorically 
 1 1 
5 Explicitly associate the other with a 
negative aspect 
8 11 19 




As the data in Table 25 show, different sub-strategies were used by the participants to be 




youths under this strategy was ―condescend, scorn or ridicule, emphasise your relative power‖. 
This was used 16 times by male participants and 11 times by female participants, totalling 27 
counts of use. Saudi males used it more than Saudi females. The second most used negative 
impoliteness sub-strategy was ―explicitly associate the other with a negative aspect‖. This was 
used 11 times by females and 8 times by males, totalling 19 counts. This was opposite to the first 
sub-strategy as this sub-strategy was used more by females than by males. However, the overall 
pattern of use of different sub-strategies of negative impoliteness was that it was used more by 
males, unlike the bald on-record impoliteness where females used that strategy more. This 
gender-wise use of negative impoliteness strategies is summarised in the chart below (Figure 32). 
 
Figure 32. Use of negative impoliteness strategies by Saudi males and females 
The participants used different negative impoliteness expressions to express their 
impoliteness online. They used different sub-strategies of negative impoliteness to this end. 
Some of the examples, used by the participants, along with the sub-strategies, are given below: 
1) Condescend, scorn or ridicule, emphasise your relative power: 
Impolite Expression 1:  
 ٜٜٛٚ ٣بُؼٖ اّ ا٤ٌُق ٣ب٤ّـ
Transliteration: Hhhh..yalaan aom alkyafa yaa shyka 











In this expression, the participant ridiculed the old man from a village who was seen 
smoking Shishah while playing with his laptop. As such a scene is uncommon, the participant 
was trying to ridicule him, implying that such a thing was not expected at such an old age from 
him as playing with a laptop while smoking Shishah is often associated with youngsters. What 
the participant was meaning is that the old man from the village was imagining himself to be 
young.  
Impolite Expression 2: 
 كؽ٤ٖ افند أُقبُلٚ ٝال رغٌِ رزجٌجي ٛ٘ب
Translation: Now you got the fine. So don‘t cry here. 
In this expression, a participant ridicules a man who is complaining about the policeman 
who fined him but let the other person go despite the similar crime.  
Impolite Expression 3:  
 ٤ّْٚ ًٝٔج٤ٞرو ٓب ر٢ْٔ ٜٜٜٜٜٛٚ
Translation: Shishah (smoking) and computer do not go together. 
In this expression, the participant ridicules the old countryman enjoying his laptop while 
smoking Shishah. The two actions of smoking and working on a laptop in old age by an ignorant 
village man are ridiculed. 
2)  Explicitly associate the other with a negative aspect 
Impolite Expression 1:  
  /اُؾول ٓٞعٞك
Tranliteration: alhaqd mawjwad 
Translation: You are filled with hatred. 




  ؿ٤و ٓزيٕ
Translation: Extremist 
Impolite Expression 3: 
  ػٖ٘و١
Translation: Racist 
Impolite Expression 4: 
  /٤ِٓبٕ ؿَ
Translation: Has meanness 
Impolite Expression 5: 
  اُٞهذ ٣جـ٠ ًَ ٢ّ ػ٠ِ ٓياعٚ
Translation: wants everything like his mood 
The above expressions show how participants associated someone with negative aspects. 
In the first expression, a participant associates Trump with someone filled with hatred. In the 
second expression, he is associated with  ―extremist‖. In the third expression he is associated 
with ―racist‖. In the fourth expression he is associated with ―meanness‖ and in the fifth he is 
associated with someone who has a fickle nature who wants everything his own way. These 
expressions show the negative impoliteness expressed through ―explicitly associate the other 
with a negative aspect‖ strategy by the participants.  
The other sub-strategies used by the participants included: frighten the other (3 counts); 
emphasise your relative power (2 counts); and invade the other‘s space—literally or 
metaphorically (2 counts).  These strategies could be seen in the examples such as:  
Frighten the other:  




Transliteration: Alastahtar maan badh alsafalah bkbyar asaan gyaar maqbawal 
Translation: Disrespect from some tacky people for the old man is unacceptable. 
Emphasise your relative power:  
 اٗذ ٢ِ٣ روٍٞ رزجٌجي ف٤ِي هعبٍ ٝال رٜ٘ن ٓضَ اُؾ٤ٔو ٖٓ ثؼ٤ل اُوعبٍ ٓب هبٍ ٢ّ فطبء
Transliteration: Anta yalay taqwal tetbkbak kalyak rajal waa laa tanhaq matheal alhamyar 
maan bayyad alrjaal maa qala shaay kata 
Translation: You said crying. He didn‘t say anything wrong but you being a man, should 
be jackass and not praying for him. 
Invade the other’s space—literally or metaphorically:  
 هِذ اُؾ٤ب ٓٞعٞكٙ ؽز٠ ٛ٘ب
Transliteration: Qlaat alahay amwjwdah haata haana 
Translation: Not even a minimum of modesty is found here. 
As is seen in the example above about frightening others, a participant used an impolite 
expression to threaten another participant, saying he would not accept any comments about the 
old man with the laptop. In emphasising relative power, a participant was seen scolding the other 
participant for making a ridiculous comment. However, the participant used impolite language 
himself during this course of action. In the third comment, a participant invades the space of 
others by stating that the others are not polite and no modestly was seen there.  
The above data reflect the use of Culpeper‘s (1996) impoliteness strategy (negative 
impoliteness strategy) by male/female Saudi youths in their online communications. Based on 
the results, the negative impoliteness items occurred with a frequency of 52 counts. Negative 
impoliteness in this study was the second most frequently chosen strategy based on Culpeper‘s 




your relative power‖ item was the most frequently used by participants at 27 counts. Males used 
this strategy 16 times and the women used it 11 times. The second most frequent strategy used 
by the participants was ―explicitly associate the other with a negative aspect‖, which occurred in 
19 comments. The males used it 8 times while the females used it 11 times.  
5.3.4 Sarcasm or Mock Impoliteness 
―Sarcasm or mock impoliteness‖ was the third impoliteness strategy used by the Saudi 
Arabian youths. This was used 18 times by the participants. It was used 14 times by males and 4 
times by females. The following Table 26 shows these details:   
Table  26: Sarcasm or Mock Impoliteness Strategy Use among the Saudi Youths 
No. Sub-strategies Gender Total 
 Male Female 
1 Use of politeness strategies that 
are obviously insincere 
14 4 18 




As seen in Table 26 above, the sub-strategy of ―sarcasm or mock impoliteness‖, ―use of 
politeness strategies that are obviously insincere‖ was used 18 times by the participants. The 
comments below show this use of politeness strategies that are obviously insincere.  
ْ ٣بُن٣ت٤ُِ ٓب ٍؾجذ ػ٤ِٜ  
Transliteration: Layash maa sahabat alyham yaa thaeyab 
Translation: Why you didn't escape from them, O‘ wolf. 
As seen in the example above, in Saudi Arabian culture, the sarcasm or mock 




others. This is reflected in the example above. The ―withhold politeness‖ strategy was not used 
by the participants. 
5.4 Results of Research Question 2 [Politeness and Impoliteness Strategies Used by the 
Saudi Arabian Youths] 
From the analysis of the data about politeness and impoliteness, the following results 
were obtained.  
Following Brown and Levinson‘s (1978/1987) model, Saudi Arabian youths were found 
using positive politeness strategies the most (259 counts). 
1- Negative politeness was the second most used politeness strategy among the Saudi youths 
(102 counts). 
2- In the positive politeness strategy, ―seeking agreement, giving (or asking for) reasons and 
presupposing/raising/asserting common ground‖ were the most used sub-strategies 
among the Saudi Arabian youths.  
3- In the negative politeness strategy, ―apologising‖ and ―giving difference‖ were the most 
used sub-strategies among the Saudi youths.     
4- Following Culpeper‘s (1996) model of impoliteness, Saudi Arabian youths were seen 
using the bald on-record impoliteness strategy the most (110 counts). 
5- 61 females and 41 males used ―direct FTA in clear, unambiguous way without concern 
for the hearer‘s face‖ while expressing their bald on-record impoliteness.  
6- Negative impoliteness was the second most used impoliteness strategy used by the Saudi 




7- In the negative impoliteness strategy, ―condescend, scorn or ridicule, emphasise your 
relative power‖ and ―explicitly associate the other with a negative aspect‖ were the most 
used negative impoliteness sub-strategies.  
8- Saudi youths also used some politeness strategies such as kinship non-familiar; thanking 
God; invocation to God; using honorific titles; courtliness; describe the other using clever 
and strong animals terms; comforting someone with prayers; supplicating God; 
appreciation; and swearing by God which are Saudi Arabian culture-specific and were 
not covered in Brown and Levinson‘s (1987) theory of politeness.  
9- Saudi Arabian youths also used some impoliteness strategies such as invoking God‘s 
curse; describe the other using derogatory animals terms; using honorific titles to insult; 
using religiously and socially derogatory terms, all of which are Saudi Arabian culture 
specific and were not covered under Culpeper‘s (1996) framework of impoliteness. 
In light of the study results, it can be argued that politeness and impoliteness do exist in 
the Saudi youth discourse through social media network sites. In other words, politeness 
strategies are not limited in their use to face-to-face conversation but they can also be found in 
the faceless realm or CMC as evidenced by the Saudi youths‘ use of social media. Politeness is 
generally used in conversations to uphold solidarity or to promote the social value in the 
community and this encompasses the virtual community, Participants adopted politeness 
strategies during their conversations to mitigate the FTA of saying something. Based on the 
findings with regard to politeness strategies, the positive politeness strategy is the topmost 
strategy used by Saudi youth via the social networking sites. The majority of those adopting the 
strategy take the addressees‘ feelings or face into consideration and in so doing, they need to 




one that revealed participants in face-to-face conversations tending to use the strategy to be 
liked, accepted and understood. This finding is also aligned with the theory proposed by Brown 
and Levinson (1987) that posits politeness strategy comprise statement of friendships and 
compliments. At the same time, the negative politeness strategy was also adopted by Saudi youth 
participants when they need to ask other users for something, and when the user wants to 
indicate his recognition of the addressee‘s promotion of freedom of action. Nevertheless, the 
distinction between the conversation online and face-to-face is that online users have a higher 
tendency to mitigate the FTA imposition because of their lack of awareness of each other‘s face 
in a faceless realm.  
5.5 Research Question 2: Discussion of the Results of Politeness Strategies 
The data obtained from the Saudi youth (males/females) in communicating online were 
examined on the basis of Brown and Levinson‘s (1987) politeness strategy, referred to as the 
bald on-record strategy. The bald on-record politeness strategy is considered to be one of the 
strategies used by the Saudi youth in their communication on the internet and according to the 
obtained results as shown in section 5.2.1. It was noticed that 20 male participants used 9 sub-
strategies (constituting 45%), while the female participants used 11 sub-strategies (constituting 
55%). From the result, it is also evident that the participants used the following sub-strategies in 
their online communication (with their percentage frequency): ―sympathetic advice or warnings 
(65%)‖; ―in case of great urgency/desperation‖ (20%); ―speaker wants to be rude without risk of 
offending, so speaker does not care about maintaining face‖ (5%); ―you‘re welcome‖ (5%); and 
―farewell‖ (5%). The above sub-strategies were utilised in stories-sharing concerning themselves 
and opinions-sharing. More specifically, in giving advice or warning to the hearer, the speaker 




and listened to. Commonly, this strategy type can be found in normal face-to-face conversations 
among Saudi youth (Al-Ammar, 2000). Its usage in the online community indicates that people 
strive to be liked and admired even in the online realm. Moreover, human nature desires the 
sharing and understanding of feelings and thoughts despite the fact that the interaction is not face 
to face.  
Aside from the above, the bald on-record strategy, as mentioned in the results above in 
section 5.2.1, is deemed to be the third commonly utilised strategy used by Saudi youths who are 
strangers to each other (no intimate or close relationships). This may be attributed to the reason 
that Saudi youth do not feel the need to decrease the threat to the hearer‘s face, convinced that 
both speaker and hearer are in complete understanding not to embarrass each other intentionally. 
Moreover, the Saudi youth may have established ways to understand and communicate each 
other online that is clearly foreign to older people who face different situations and who have a 
higher tendency to decrease the threat to the hearer‘s face. In relation to this, the majority of the 
participants using the strategy considered the feeling/face of the addressee. 
According to May, Aziz and Mohamad (2015), the bald on-record politeness strategy is 
the strategy wherein the speaker spares no effort to lessen the threats towards the face of the 
hearer. However, in the context of Saudi Arabia, Al-Qahtani (2009) noted FTAs among female 
speakers without redressing, in that the offers had the elements of politeness, sincerity and 
firmness. Such unredressed offers were deemed to be justified as the act in the interest and 
imposition of addressees is quite minimal (Al-Qahtani, 2009). In a related study, May et al. 
(2015) found that the majority of male respondents (37, constituting 74%) and female 
respondents (36, constituting 72%) use the strategy in their interaction within Facebook. It was 




achieving the aim of communication (May et al., 2015). In addition, Al-Shlool (2016) made use 
of Facebook data obtained from Arab users, and noted their use of the bald on-record politeness 
strategy (specifically 182 times), supporting the present study‘s result. Also, Saudi culture avoids 
direct face-to-face complaints, finding this unacceptable, however complaints are often delivered 
by a third party. 
Based on the obtained data, and as shown in Table 24, Saudi youth may use the positive 
politeness strategy in various ways in their conversations on the social website. More 
specifically, the total frequency of positive politeness used were 141 times (54.4%) among 
males, and 118 times (45.5%) among females, indicating that the former outnumbers the latter 
when applying the positive politeness strategy. Evidently, the participants used ―seek agreement‖ 
(18.9%) in their conversations with others and this often happens in disagreements in online 
communication.  
Moreover, the participants also used ―give (or ask for) reasons‖ (13.1%) when they 
provide reasons or request them in their online communication. This is the same for the use of 
―presuppose/raise/assert common ground‖ (11.1%) when providing comments on social media, 
when participants are trying to steer clear of disagreeing with each other. The Saudi face-to-face 
and online communications lean towards the inclusion of more compliments, where exaggeration 
frequently prevails. In other words, the study participants used their face-to-face social 
communication online.  
From the items, ―seek agreement‖ was the most used sub-strategy of positive politeness, 
which can be attributed to the Saudi people‘s tendency to steer clear of being in conflict with 
others as they live in the same close-knit community. Hence, seeking agreement is used to end 




reasons‖, although this particular item is used to give the hearer an opportunity to obtain reasons 
and explanations for understanding.  
Furthermore, as noted in section 5.2.2, the participants also used ―kinship non-familial‖ 
(10.4%) and this often arises when the participants are from one country and share the same 
religion. In relation to politeness in religion, according to Abdalati (2010), Islam is a complete 
code of conduct, regulating every life aspect as established by the commandments and 
instructions. Politeness strategies were used in conversations and communications to mitigate the 
FTA of stating something. In fact, of all the politeness strategies, the positive politeness strategy 
is most commonly utilised among Saudi youth participants in the present study. Based on Brown 
and Levinson‘s (1987) theory, online communication users using the strategy are mostly friends 
or intimately related. Added to this, the positive politeness strategy strives to mitigate the threat 
to the hearer‘s positive face and to make him/her feel good (Foley, 1997). In the context of Saudi 
Arabia, Al-Qahtani (2009) revealed that female speakers utilised varying strategies in both 
contexts (face-to-face and online), with polite offers more often used and varied.  
Also, in a study by May et al. (2015), the author revealed that 21 (42%) male participants 
and 43 (86%) of their female counterparts use the positive politeness strategy in their interactions 
on Facebook. In a related study using Facebook data by Al-Shlool (2016), Arab users used the 
positive politeness strategy (204 times), supporting the present study‘s findings. The new 
strategies used among Saudi youth are based on Brown and Levinson‘s (1987) theory, with 
positive politeness summarised into four sub-strategies. The first one is polite addressing terms 
such as kinship non-familiar and using honorific titles and courtliness, while the second one is 




supplicating to God and swearing by God. The third one is providing a description of the other 
through the use of level and strong terms, and the fourth one is appreciation.  
In support of the ―comforting someone with prayers‖ results, Tawalbeh and Al-Oqaily 
(2012) revealed that religious expressions were utilised more, which was also noted in the study 
by El-Shazly (1993) and Alaoui (2011) in Egyptian Arabic and Moroccan Arabic speakers 
respectively, who noted the use of religious expressions and lexical down graders to exemplify 
polite markers. Furthermore, in Atawneh and Sridhar‘s (1993) study, Arabic speakers made use 
of ―God be with you‖, indicating that such formulae indicate respect/politeness in the 
conversations among participants (p. 53).  
Similarly, in Samarah‘s (2015) study, the religious expression ―may God help you‖ (p. 
2011) was noted to be mentioned. In this regard, the honorific name category is crucial in Arabic 
communications of politeness and in relation with names—with the final name considered to 
have a special function in the politeness expression (Samarah, 2015). The final name is generally 
utilised while communicating with familiar individuals (Samarah, 2015). This study found 
participants to use the expression of ‗thanking God‖, which is commonly used in Arab culture 
(Samarah, 2015, p. 2012).  
The data obtained by the present study show that Saudi youth used several variations of 
negative politeness strategy in conversing via the social website. This was summarised in section 
5.2.3 and was shown in Table 21. As shown, 102 males used 45 items (44%) of negative 
politeness, while females used 57 items (56%). This strategy is generally used in the presence of 
a large social distance among communicators to emphasise steering clear of placing impositions 
on the hearer (Brown & Levinson, 1987). The strategies consider the speaker to be imposing on 




to bald on-record strategies and positive politeness strategies (Al-Shlool, 2016). The participants 
used the following items in the negative politeness strategy: ―be conventionally indirect‖ (3%); 
―be pessimistic‖ (5.8%); ―give difference‖ (20.5%); and ―speech act apologising (70.5%). They 
were notably used by male and female Saudi youth participants, with the females (56–57%) 
outnumbering their male counterparts  
Al-Shlool‘s (2016) study supported the present one in that, when using the Facebook data 
of Arab users, the 209 negative politeness strategy items were examined and the results showed 
that the male participants used 129 items, and the female participants used 80 items.   
In Saudi Arabia, Al-Qahtani (2009) found that the negative politeness strategy is often 
used by Saudi and British participants with higher frequency when addressing the mother.  
Meanwhile, Malaysian news bloggers Thayalan et al. (2012) revealed that bloggers were polite, 
using both positive politeness and negative politeness, with the latter used the least (7%) in 
Twitter updates. This is because the strategy is generally made use of when addressing hearers of 
higher status such as teachers, employers or lecturers (Maros & Rosli, 2017). 
Data obtained in the present study indicate the rare usage of the off-record strategy 
among Saudi youth online. The result indicates that Saudi youths utilised the strategy only 12 
times. In a related prior study, Brown and Levinson (1987) noted that a communicative act is 
conducted off-record when it is done in such a way that is impossible to relate only one clear 
communicative intention to the action. Therefore, when using FTA without being responsible for 
it, an individual can do it off-record and leave the interpretation up to the addressee. The items 
used by Saudi youth in this strategy include: overstating (1 item constituting 8%); being ironic (5 




items constituting 33%); and over-generalising (1 item constituting 8%), with being ironic being 
the most used in comments.  
In relation to the above, in the Saudi culture, the indirect manner of communication is 
used in face-to-face conversations, and this is also noted in online communication, particularly 
when giving advice and making complaints. In Al-Qahtani‘s (2009) study, female speakers were 
noted to use religious formulaic expressions such as Masha‘Allah (God protect/bless) ironically 
meaning to imply ―really?‖. Irony is used to indirectly relay the message to the hearer. Saudi 
youths have a great tendency to be indirect when interacting with higher-ranking individuals or 
older individuals in the society.  
In another related study, Al-Shlool (2016) used Facebook data for examination, after 
which the results revealed that Arab users used the positive politeness strategy in 151 items, 
supporting the present study‘s findings. Specifically, more female participants used the off-
record strategy compared to their male counterparts. The off-record items used were rhetorical 
questions (4 items, constituting 33%). It can be stated that Saudi people use this strategy in face-
to-face communication to provide hints to the hearer of what he/she did, in an indirect way. 
In light of these results, one could argue that both politeness and impoliteness occur in 
Saudi conversations on social media networking websites. Thus, politeness strategies are not 
only used in face-to-face conversations. As shown by Saudi youths on social media, they are also 
used in the virtual community or CMC. In general, politeness is used in discourse to maintain 
solidarity or the social values practised in the Saudi community, which includes the online 
community. When communicating, people use strategies of politeness to reduce the face-
threatening act of saying something. The results show that, of all the politeness strategies, the 




website. Most users of this strategy have the addressee's feelings or face in their mind and they 
need to keep the addressee's face in mind to maintain good rapport. The results parallel those 
where participants had a face-to-face conversation. Thus, the results also support Brown and 
Levinson‘s (1987) theory, which says that politeness strategies contain compliments and 
statements of friendship. In this case, participants showed higher frequencies in their use of 
language patterns characteristic of politeness. The participants in this study often used a seeking 
agreement strategy to seek confirmation, to build solidarity, to show empathy and sympathy and 
to improve the relationships between speakers and hearers. 
 The negative politeness strategy was found to be widely used by Saudi youth users 
whenever they needed to ask other users for something or to do something. It was also used 
when the user wanted to show that he or she knows or recognises that the hearer does want  to 
have his or her freedom of action to be open. However, the difference between the conversations 
on social websites and in face-to-face conversations was that users tended to minimise the 
imposition of the FTA. This happens because, in the virtual community, users cannot see each 
other‘s faces. According to the findings, the bald on-record strategy is normally used by Saudi 
youths on social websites. Perhaps this is because most of the users want to be friends. The most 
frequently used sub-strategy used by the participants was sympathetic advice or warnings. 
The off-record politeness strategy is the least used strategy among Saudi users on social 
websites. This might be due to the existing social distance between the participants. As explained 
earlier, Saudis tend to be indirect when conversing with those who are of a higher rank in society 
or simply older. This is because the speaker or, in this case, the user, wants to remove any 
potential for being imposing. In this respect, the research shows that people are still apprehensive 




or building rapport among users, encouraging those users to be polite in regard to the identity of 
the user and the sensitivity of the topic. 
5.6 New Contribution of this Study to the Theories of Politeness and Impoliteness 
This research aimed to study which politeness and impoliteness strategies were used by 
the Saudi Arabian youths when commenting online. To this end, Brown and Levinson‘s (1987) 
theory of politeness and Culpeper‘s (1996) theory of impoliteness were used. After analysing the 
data about politeness and impoliteness, it was noted that the Saudi Arabian youths used some 
politeness strategies (see Table 27) which were not covered under Brown and Levinson‘s theory 
(1987) but are used in the Saudi Arabian culture. There were also some impoliteness strategies 
which Saudi Arabian people use but which are not covered under Culpeper‘s (1996) theory of 
impoliteness (see Table 28). These strategies are listed below as a new contribution of this study. 
5.6.1 New Politeness Strategies as Contribution of this study 
The following Table 27 summarises the new politeness strategies along with their 
examples. 
Table 27: The New Politeness Strategies 




1 Thanking God 2 ٝهلل اُؾٔل Thank God 
2 Invocation to God 15 ا٣ٚ ٝهللا 
 
By God 
3 Using honorific titles 7 ا٤ُْـ 
 
O‘Shaikh 
4 Courtliness 17 ْافز٢ اٌُو٣ 
 
Precious sister 
5 Describe the other using clever 




6 Comforting someone with 
prayers 















8 Kinship non-familiar 27 ٣بفز٢ My sister 
 
9 Appreciation 2  ُٚٝٓبّبء هللا اُل








10 Swearing by God 1 ثبهلل 
 





5.6.2 New Impoliteness Strategies as Contribution of this study 
The following Table 28 summarises the new impoliteness strategies along with their 
examples. 
Table 28: The New Impoliteness Strategies 
No. New Impoliteness 
Strategy 
Counts Example in Arabic Translation 
1 Invoking God‘s curse 4 ْٛهللا ٣غؼَ ٤ًلْٛ ك٢ ٗؾو 
 




2 Describe the other using 





3 Using religiously and 
socially derogatory terms 




4 Using honorific titles for 
insult 









When the data were analysed, some politeness and impoliteness strategies were observed 
which were Saudi Arabian culture specific only. The participants used ―kinship non-familial‖ 
(10.4%) and this often arises when the participants are from one country and share the same 
religion. In relation to politeness in religion, Islam has a complete code of conduct, regulating 
every aspect of life as established by the commandments and instructions about how to speak 
and what to speak. Participants also used strategies such as using honorific titles and courtliness; 
calling upon God; thanking God; invocation to God; comforting someone by prayers; 
supplicating to God and swearing by God; and describing someone through the use of clever and 
strong animal terms, and appreciation.  
The participants also used new impoliteness strategies such as invoking God‘s curse (4 
counts) as an impolite way to insult others. Describing the other by using derogatory animal 
terms was the strategy most commonly used by the participants. It was used 8 times. Males used 
it 4 times and the females used it 4 times. Animal terms are used more frequently by Saudi 
people who want to revile each other in face-to-face conflict. These often include expressions 
such as ―dog‖ as in Saudi Arabian culture people believe that dogs are only looking for who can 












Chapter 6: Saudi Youths’ Opinions about Identity Construction and (Im) 
Politeness Strategies: Data Analysis, Results & Discussion [Research Question 
3] 
6.1 Research Question 3: Analysis of the Interview Data and the Findings 
After analysing the data in order to find the linguistic and nonlinguistic strategies and 
politeness strategies used by the Saudi Arabian youths, the data were analysed at the next level to 
answer the third research question of the study which aimed to gain a thorough understanding of 
the different aspects of politeness, impoliteness, linguistic and nonlinguistic strategies used by 
the Saudi Arabian youths in their online commenting on the social media website. The data were 
collected from selected participants through interviews. The interviews were in Arabic and were 
audio-recorded. The interviews were also aimed at finding if the Saudi youths were aware or 
unaware that they were constructing different identities online and while being polite or impolite. 
To this end, the related data were analysed at the fifth level. The interviews were conducted with 
five randomly chosen participants (3 males and 2 females) as a follow-up qualitative study.  
These participants were representatives of all the five regions and different tribes in Saudi 
Arabia. The small number of participants is justified since it was a follow-up study to confirm 
the authenticity of the findings already obtained from the Participants‘ Comments Data. It was 
also sufficient for theoretical saturation in the present context.  The questions were asked in 
Arabic as most of the participants did not understand and speak English well. An attempt was 
made to clarify any questions which the participants did not understand correctly. The interview 
questions are attached in Appendix B. All of the interview data were transcribed and translated. 
Sample copies of two interviews‘ transcription data are attached in Appendix I. The following 





6.2 Qualitative Analysis of Interview Data for Understanding Saudi Youths’ Opinions 
about Identity Construction and Politeness and Impoliteness Online 
The first interview question was aimed at generating data from the participants about 
their politeness strategies, especially on social media. It was intended to gain understanding of 
expressions and strategies used by the participants for apologising on social media. It was also 
intended at cross-checking the strategies with the data received from the social media website 
created for this purpose. Participants were given seven expressions to choose from with the 
frequency of their use in their communication for expressing apology. To this the participants 
replied with different expressions and frequencies. The expression ―I‘m sorry‖ was used 6 times; 
―forgive me‖ 4 times; ―My dear, please forgive‖ 2 times; ―I apologise‖ 1 time; ―It wasn‘t my 
intention‖ 1 time; ―you  have  rights on me‖ 1 time; and ―If… This is the last thing that I did‖ 1 
time. These were analysed using a content analysis approach to interpret the data in order to gain 
the results. The following are excerpts from the interview transcript data: 
 
 2لٚ )صب٤ٗخ( ٣ؼ٢٘ كل٣زي اٍ 4صب٤ٗخ( ااا اػنه٢ٗٝ عؼ٢ِ٘ كلٝٙ اااا ) 2صب٤ٗخ ( ٓضال  اػزناه ٖٓ اؽل ااا ) 3األػزناه )
 صب٤ٗٚ( ٣ؼ٢٘ ٓبك٤ٚ اػزناه ثبُِٜغٚ اُغ٘ٞث٤خ ٣ؼ٢٘ ثٌَْ فبٓ ٣ؼ٢٘ ثٌ اًضوٛب ًِٔبد ٓزوبهثٚ ٓغ ع٤ٔغ أُ٘بٛن
Apologising? (thinks) for example, apologising someone? (thinks). „Forgive me for 
making fool‟. (thinks) means regret? You know, we do not have any specific words for 
apologising in southern dialect. They are similar to words for apologising in other regions. 
 
This was the answer from a female participant from the south region. She opted for 




dialect. The expression for apologising opted by her—―forgive me‖—reflects the speaker‘s guilt 
to the hearer.   
ٝهللا ؿبُجب رٌٕٞ اػزنه ٝ اُؼنه ٝأَُٞؽٚ ٓبػ٤ِِ ٝاٗب افٞى  ٝاٗب اٍق ٝؽوي ػ٢ِ ٣ؼ٢٘ ٓضَ أٌُِبد ٛنا١   
O God, often I say-„I apologise‟, „Excuse and forgive‟, „Excuse my brother‟, „I am sorry‟ 
and „you have rights on me‟ like these words. 
 
This was the answer from a male participant from the centre region. He opted for 
different expressions for apologising such as ―I apologise‖, ―excuse and forgive‖, ―excuse me 
my brother‖, ‗I am sorry‖ and ―you have rights on me‖. Some of the expressions were similar to 
the expressions of the previous participant who opted for ―forgive me‖. The participant also used 
the word ―brother‖ to make the apology more likely to be accepted.  
The second interview question was intended to gain increased understanding of 
expressions used by the participants in different regions of Saudi Arabia for expressing the 
speech act of requesting and asking. To this, the participants replied differently. The expression 
―if possible, my dearest‖ was chosen 2 times; ―is it possible to‖ 2 times; ―excuse me, if possible, 
dear sister or nobel brother or master‖ 1 time; ―is there any chance/way to help me in this subject 
matter?‖ 1 time; ―by God, my dear, by God‖ 1 time; ―God never insult you brother‖ 1 time; ―no 
insulting‖ 1 time; ―if you do not consider it as command and if it is possible‖ 2 times; ―my life, 
(baadhieey) please do this to me‖ 3 times; ―God give you good health, if possible‖ 1 time and ―I 
hope God makes you happy, I have a request‖ 1 time. Some of the answers by the participants to 





ك٢ اُطِت اٝ اَُإاٍ , ٣بثؼل ؽ٢٤ رٌل٠ ٗغيا ُ٘ب ٛبُْـِٚ , ٣بثؼل ؽ٢٤ , ٝاال ٣بثؼل١ اث٤ي رقِٔ ٢ُ ٛبُٔؼبِٓٚ ٛنا , اٝ 
ٛنا. ٣بثؼل١ اٗب ثؼل١ ٓب٢ٗ ؽُٞي , ٝاال ٣بثٖ اُؾالٍ , ٣ب٤ّـ رٌل٠ اث٤ي ر٘غي٢ٗ اٝ اٍأُي ٛبٌُِٔبد  
In requesting and asking, „my life, (baadhieey) please do this to me‟, „my life, you are my 
life‟ would you finish this to me‟, „you are my life‟ I‟m not near to you, you are legal 
son‟( „Yaaabanalhalal‟), „yourShayak‟ please do this to me‟.[ he used words  „baadhieey‟ 
meaning„my life‟, takfa meaning„please‟. This word is used to ask something by subservience 
and YaaabanAlhala means „you are legal son‟ ] 
 
This is the answer from a male participant from the north region. He opted for 
expressions such as  “my life, (baadhieey) please do this to me” and “my life, you are my life” 
for expressing requests on social media and to be more polite with others in online 
communication. These expressions are more common in the north region.   
 
صب٤ٗخ( ا٣ِ ًٔبٕ هللا ٣َؼلى , ػ٘ل١ ِٛت 2 ٣ؼط٤ي اُؼبك٤خ ٌٖٓٔ اِٛت ًنا )ا٣ٞٙ كائٔب اثلئٜب هللا  
Yes I always start by „God give you a good health, if possible‟… (think) what also, „I 
hope God make you happy, I have a request.  
 
This was the answer from a female participant from the west region. She chose the 
expression ―God give you a good health, if possible‖ to express requests on social media. She 
agreed that it was used in her own requests on social media. She used ―may God give you good 
health‖ to make the request polite with the name of God.  
The third interview question was aimed at generating data from the participants with 




socio-cultural identities, and 2) politeness strategies. It is observed that females in Saudi Arabia 
do not use their real names on social media when creating their profiles as this is not permitted in 
Saudi society. Thus, females create and use social media profiles with nicknames. Also, creating 
profiles with nicknames gives them freedom to express their thoughts and feelings more freely 
(as their real identity is not known to anyone) which they otherwise cannot do due to socio-
cultural norms. Such use of a nickname rather than real name also allows participants to be more 
impolite which they may not do otherwise due to socio-cultural restrictions. Thus, the aim was to 
gain more information from the participants about this issue as this would help in understanding 
why females use nicknames and whether they more polite or impolite with the use of a nickname 
while communicating on social media. Thus, their answers would be helpful in understanding 
their linguistic strategies used for creating their gender identity as well as for understanding 
politeness and impoliteness strategies used by them. When asked about who uses real names and 
who uses nicknames more when creating social media profiles online in Saudi Arabian society, 
the participants replied in the following ways:  
―Males use real names more‖ (5 counts); ―females use anonymous or nicknames more‖ 
(4 counts); ―males use nicknames‖ (1 count).  
After this initial information on the use of nicknames by male and female gender Saudi 
youths, they were further probed to know if using nicknames helped them to be more polite 
/impolite. To this, the following responses were received: 
―People using nicknames are impolite‖ (4 counts); ―people with real names or family 
names more are polite‖; (2 counts); ―because of nickname they will have space and freedom to 
speak and express what they think‖ (2 counts); and ―females use nicknames due to privacy issue‖ 




nicknames, the participants replied that ―real name profiles are genuine as nicknames profiles 
create  an ambiguous atmosphere and one can‘t communicate freely with such peoples‖ (1 
counts); ―people trust you when you use a real name rather than nickname‖ (1 count);, ―with real 
names people want to make friendship with others from different countries‖ (1); ―with real 
names,  people want to get fame‖ (1 count); ―people with real names try to be more ideal‖ (1 
count); ―people use real names as nickname profiles are not followed by others‖ (1 count); 
―because no one can punish them‖ (1 count); ‗youths with nicknames are impolite as they do not 
follow religion‖ (1 count); ―people with nicknames hide behind their nicknames to be impolite‖ 
(1 count); ―females use nicknames due to fear of getting exposed to social abuse‖ (1 count); ―not 
possible for girls to use real names  because of customs, traditions and culture‖ (1 count); and 
―females use nicknames as they are shy and dislike showing what they write‖ (1 count). Some of 
the excerpts from these answers are given below: 
  
 اُوعبٍ اًضو
The males more 
ثبُؼبكٙ رؾت رٌٕٞ ٓغُٜٞٚ ا٣ُٜٞٚ ػ٠ِ اٍبً اُؼبكاد االعزٔبػ٤ٚ ػ٘لٗب اٝ رزٌِْ ثؾو٣ٚ ٝرؼجو أُوأح  
The female normally like to be anonymous based on the culture of community and has 
space to speak and express what she thinks.   
 ثبُؼبكح اهَ رٜن٣ت الٕ ٣ٞٛزٚ ؿ٤و ٓؼوٝكٚ ًٝنا ٣َزط٤غ ٣زٌِْ ثٌَ ثناءٙ ٝال اؽل ٣ؾبٍجٚ
Normally, people using nicknames are less polite because they are anonymous identities 





The male participant here from the east region expressed that males use their real name 
more than females. He also said that females like to be anonymous due to culture and using 
nicknames gives them space to speak and express what they think. Also the people use a 
nickname in order to be impolite.  
 
اًضو  وأحؽَبث٤ٖ ,ؽَبة ثأٍٔٚ اُؾو٤و٢ ٝؽَبة ثأٍْ َٓزؼبه, ٝأُارٞهغ اًضو ٢ّ اَُ٘بء ٣ؼ٢٘ اُوعبٍ ٌٖٓٔ ػ٘لٙ 
٤ٖ ػ٘لٗب ٛ٘ب اُؼبكاد ٢ّ رَزقلّ اٍْ َٓزؼبه , ٣ؼ٢٘ ٌٖٓٔ الٜٗب ٓب رؾت ٣ٌٕٞ اٌَُ ػبهف ٢ٛ ٤ٖٓ ثبُٚجٜ ٝث٘ذ ٤ٖٓ , رؼوك
ق٤ٖز٘ب ػْبٕ ٍجت ٓؼ٤ٖ ال ٌٖٓٔ ا٢ٗ اظٜو اعَٔ ٓبػ٘ل١  ٝاكَٚ ّٝاُزوب٤ُل ٣ؼ٢٘ ا٤ّبء ًض٤وٙ ؽ٤ُٞ٘ب ٗؾبٍٝ اٗب ٓٞ ٗقل٢ 
ٓبػ٘ل١ ك٢ ٍٝبئَ اُزٞإَ األعزٔبػ٢ رؾذ اٍْ َٓزؼبه , ثٌ ٛٞ ػِْبٕ ٌٖٓٔ ٓب ٝك١ اؽل ٣ؼوف ّق٤ٖز٢ إ إًٞ اٝ 
اُٞٙغ ٣قزِق , ٌٖٝٓٔ ا٢ٗ اؽٜ  هٓي أل٢ٍٔ  ثٌ ٣ٌٕٞ هو٣ت ٖٓ أ٢ٍٔ  ثٌ اٝٙؼ ٖٓ  أُوأح ٘بث٘ذ ٤ٖٓ  إًٞ , ػ٘لٗب ٛ
 إًٞ اٗب ثبُٚجٜ  ال اًضو ٢ّ اَُ٘بء
I expect the females to use nicknames. Maybe males have two accounts. The first one uses 
real name and second uses nickname. But, females use nickname more because she doesn‟t like 
everyone to know who she is and as she is a girl, you know we have our customs, traditions and 
many more things. Therefore, I can express most with the nickname on social media. But maybe, 
I don‟t want anyone to know my identity as a girl and here we have different situation.  
 
ػ٘لٗب ٕؼجٚ اٜٗب رظٜو ّق٤ٖزٜب األٍب٤ٍخ اما ًبٗذ ٓبٛٞ ك٢ اٌَُ ٌٖٓٔ رٌٕٞ ّق٤ٖخ ٓؼوٝكٚ  أُوأح هللا ؽج٤جز٢ٝ
زٞهٙ رظٜو ّق٤ٖزٜب اٝ ػ٘لٛب ْٓبه٣غ اًضوْٛ ى١ ًنا رظٜو ّق٤ٖزٜب ثٌ ا٢ُ رٌٕٞ ػ٘لٛب ؽَبة رٞإَ اٝ ثزٌٕٞ اٝ كً
 ٓبػ٘لٛب ٛلف ٓؼ٤ٖ اٝ ْٓوٝع.
By God, you see my dearest, being a female it is highly difficult to show her real identity 




personality or has some special project. Without these, a female cannot use her real identity on 
social media. 
 
ٛجؼب اُن١ ٣َزقلّ أٍٚ اُؾو٤و٢ َٓزؾ٤َ اًضوْٛ اًضوْٛ  اٝ ٗبكها ٓب اؽلْٛ ٣زؼلٟ اٝ ٣زٌِْ ثأالكبظ ٗبث٤خ, ٝهللا ّٞك٢ 
ؽج٤جز٢ ك٤ٚ ًنا ًٝنا ٌٖٓٔ ػ٘لى اؽل ػ٘لٙ أٍٚ اُؾو٤و٢ ٓبػ٘لٙ ٌِْٓٚ ٝٛنا ٗبكها  ٗبكها  ٌٖٓٔ ٤ٖ٣و ثٌ اؿِت أؿِت  اُن٣ٖ 
ٕ ٣ٝوُٕٞٞ ٝاٛو٤ٖ ٖٓ ك٤ٚ ث٤بئبد ٓؼ٤٘ٚ ٓب اكه١ ا٣ِ ٌِْٓزْٜ  ٝاؿِجْٜ ثٖواؽٚ ٣زغوؤ٣َزقلٕٓٞ أٍبء َٓزؼبهٙ  ٖٓ أُو
٣ٝزِلظٕٞ ثاالكبظ ُألٍق فبهعٚ ػٖ األكة ٝػٖ األؽزواّ ٝػٖ اُنٝم اُؼبّ.  ٣ٜٝيؤًِٕٝٔبد ٗبث٤خ   
Of course, people using real name are more polite and it is almost impossible for them to 
be impolite except very rarely some of them may use foul words. But by God, you see my dear, 
it‟s very rare to find someone with real name and using foul words but most of them are using 
nickname from teenager to people with specific nature. I don‟t know what their problem is but 
most of them speak foul words, ridicule others and speak impolite words without any respect or 
any care. 
 
In the response above by a female participant from the south region, it was revealed that 
females use nicknames more than males. She also believed that most of the people using 
nicknames use impolite words.  
The fourth interview question was aimed at gaining more information from the 
participants on how they constructed their different identities by using language. That is, how a 
female uses her language to show that she is a female and not a male and vice versa. It was also 
aimed at gaining understanding from the participants as to whether such an identity construction 
process was a conscious or unconscious act. The data from this question were important for 
answering the research questions of the study as well as in understanding how participants 




question were: ―Sometimes you can identify the regional background of person due to region-
specific words‖ (4 counts); ―people show different identities on social media through language 
consciously‖ (4 counts); ―sometimes you can identify gender of a person from his/her style of 
writing‖ (3 counts); ―tribal background of a person can be identified from his/her language on 
social media as tribes have specific words/phrases‖ (2 counts); ―people show different identities 
on social media through language unconsciously‖ (2 counts); ―no, one can‘t identify the 
background of a person from his/her language on social media as some people are expert in using 
language and hiding real identity‖ (1 count); ―gender background of a person is difficult to 
identify from his/her language on social media‖ (1 count); and ―one cannot identify educational 
background of a person from his language use on social media‖ (1 count). Below are some 
excerpts from their answers to the question: 
 
 اؽ٤بٗب ا٣ٞٙ  اهله اهٍٞ اُْقٔ ٛنا ٓزؼِْ اٝ ؿ٤و ٓزؼِْ ٝ ٜٓنة اٝ ؿ٤و ٜٓنة ثٌ ٖٓ ا١ ٓ٘طوخ ٌٖٓٔ رلوم ثبُِٜغٚ
Sometime yes I can say this person is educated or uneducated, polite or impolite but from 
region maybe there is difference dialect.  
 
ػ٠ِ ؽَت اُؼٔو ثٌ ك٢ االؿِت اُْقٔ ٣ؾٜ اُ٘ي ٤ْٗ ػ٠ِ ا٢ُْ ا٢ُ ٣ؾجٚ ٣ؼ٢٘ ٓضال اُو٣ب٤٤ٖٙ ُْٜ ك٢ اُو٣بٙٚ 
 ٣ؼ٢٘ كائٔب ٣ؾطٞا ٢ُِْ ا٢ُ ٤ٔ٣ِٕٞ ُٚ
Based on age, often person use nickname something like nickname about sport 
consciously. 
 
This response by a female participant from the west region reveals that one can identify 
some users through their dialects. She also believed that the online users are often unconscious 




ا٣ِ ثي رؼوف اٗٚ ٖٓ علٙ ُٝٔب ٣غ٤ي ٝاؽل ٣وٍٞ ٣ٖٝ ٛٞ ثٚ رؼوف اٗٚ اُو٤ْٖ  ٗؼْ ٌٖٓٔ ُٔب اع٤ي ٝاؽل ٣وٍٞ ُي 
٣غ٤ي ٝاؽل ٣وٍٞ ثؼل ؽ٢٤ رله١ اٗٚ ٖٓ ؽبئَ ك٢ٜ ًَ ٓ٘طوٚ ُٜب ًِٔبد فبٕٚ ك٤ٜب اٝ ُٜغٚ فبٕٚ ك٤ٜب ثبَُ٘جٚ ٤ًق رؼوف 
ِٔبد اُز٢ روٓي ُٜب اٜٗب اٗض٠ ُٔب رزٌِْ ػٖ ٛو٣ن ٓضال  ثؼ٘ أٌُِبد ٌٖٓٔ روُٞي ٣ؼ٢٘ اٌُ أُوأح اٗٚ ث٘ذ اٝ ُٝل  اٝ هعَ اٝ
 ٓؼي  ٌٖٓٔ ال روٍَ ٢ُ اٝ ال ر٢ٌِ٘ٔ اٗب ؽوٓٚ
Yes possible if someone said to you ( ا٣ِ ثي) “what do you feel” you know this person 
from Jeddah west region or (ٚ٣ٖٝ ٛٞ ث  ) “ where is he” you know this person from Alqassim 
middle region or someone said (ثؼل ؽ٢٤,baadhieey) “my life” this person from Hail north region. 
Each region has specific words and about how you know male or female? Through some words- 
maybe female said words coding to female through communication. 
 
ٌٖ روله رؾٌْ اٗٚ ٓزؼِْ اٝ ؿ٤و ٓزؼِْ ثطو٣وخ ؽٞاهٙٓٔ  
Maybe judge if he/she educated and uneducated through style of his/her speech.  
 
ال ثبُؼٌٌ ؿبُجب  ٣ٌٕٞ ٓلهى الٕ اًضو االٍٔبء أَُزؼبهٙ  ٓب ٣ٌٕٞ اٝ ؿبُجب ٤ٔ٣َ َُِت اٝ اُْزْ اٝ اٗٚ ٣٘زول ثؼ٘ق  
اُؾو٤و٢ ٣ٌٕٞ اًضو اؽزوآب  ؿبُجبكب٢ُ ٣لفَ ثأٍٔٚ   
No often conscious because most of them using nicknames tend to insult and curse or 
strongly criticise. But, if he/she uses real name, will be more polite. 
 
In this response too, by a male from the centre region, it was answered that one can 
identify the user through the dialect. He also believed that the users are aware of their actions on 
social media.  
The fifth interview question was Saudi Arabian culture related. It was aimed at 
understanding why invoking God‘s name in communication is quite common and a special 




culture for requesting/apologising shows a normal habit inherited from parents‖ (3 counts); 
―invoking God‘s name in Saudi Arabian culture for requesting/apologising shows  religious 
belief, customs and traditions‖ (2 counts); ―invoking God‘s name in Saudi Arabian culture for 
requesting/apologising shows  our customs and traditions rather than any religious belief‖ (1 
count); ―invoking God‘s name in Saudi Arabian culture for requesting/apologising has 
something to do with religious education from schools (1 count); and  ―invoking God‘s name in 
Saudi Arabian culture for requesting shows the sincerity/honesty of the person‘ (1 count).  This 
can be seen from the following excerpts of responses received from the participants: 
مًو هللا ٤ٛت ٌٖٓٔ اْٜٗ ًِٔبد هل٣ٔٚ ًبٗذ رَزقلّ ك٢ أُب٢ٙ    
The name of God (Allah) is nice. Maybe it is old practise from the past.  
 
ٗؼْ ٖٓ فالٍ ؽِوبد رؼ٤ِْ اُووإ ٖٓ فالٍ أُلاهً ٖٓ فالٍ اُزٞػ٤ٚ ئ٢ُ ٍٞٝٛب أُطبٝػٚ ٖٓ فالٍ اُيٖٓ 
ًٝبٕ ٣وٍٞ ُ٘ب هُٞٞا هللا ٣غياى أُب٢ٙ , ٣ؼ٢٘ اٗب امًو ً٘ب ٗطِغ ثؾِوخ ٝهللا ٗب٢ٍ ُٝ ً٘ب ٗوٍٞ ُجؼٚ٘ب ًٝبٕ ٓؼ٘ب ٓلهٍ٘ب 
ثبُق٤و كٖوٗب اٍٝ ٗبفنٛب ثبُجلا٣خ ثٌَْ ٓب ً٘ب ٓله٤ًٖ ه٤ٔزٜب ًٝ٘ب ٗزٖٔقو ١ّٞ ثبٌُِٔٚ ٛنا ًٝ٘ب ٗزْٔذ ثٚ ثٔلهٍ٘ب ٌُٖٝ 
 ٓغ اُٞهذ إجؾذ ٓؼ٘ب صوبكٚ هللا ٣غياى ثبُق٤و  الٕ ا٢ُ ٣وُٜٞب ٛنا اَٗبٕ ٓزؼِْ
Yes through the classes at the mosque and through awareness that they did by (Matwaa) 
in the past time. I remember when I studied at the mosque, the teacher said to me say “God give 
you the best” at the beginning I did not know what it meant and I used it for mockery. But then I 
understood its significance and meaning.  If anyone says this, that means he/she is educated.[ he 
used „Matwaa‟ meaning „the teacher of Quran‟; the person has high education in Islamic study 





In the response above, a male participant from the north region believed that in Saudi 
Arabian culture using the name of God has been practised for a long time through the teaching 
sessions at the mosques. Also anyone saying the expression ―God give you the best‖ is 
considered to be educated.  
 
 أُؼزول اُل٢٘٣ ٝػبكاد ٝروب٤ُل ثٌ هجِٜب ٝاىع ك٢٘٣ ٝٓزؼِن ثبهلل ٝٓز٤ًِٖٞ ػ٠ِ هللا
Religious belief, customs and traditions but the important thing is religion and related to 
God also relying on God 
 
In the response above, a male participant from the east region believed that such use was 
due to the religious belief, customs and traditions as Saudis loved using God‘s name in most of 
their communication.  
The sixth interview question was aimed at understanding the role and nature of social 
media in making one use polite or impolite expressions. It was also intended to see if this 
practice was same in all the regions of Saudi Arabia and even in the neighbouring Arab 
countries. The responses received included ―in face-to-face communication, people are more 
polite‖ (4 counts); ―people on social media are not polite‖ (2 counts); ―I don‘t know because 
polite is polite both on social media and face to face and impolite will be on both platforms as 
the tongue will be habituated‖ (1 count); ―I don‘t know‖ (1 count); ―people on social media are 
free to speak anything‖ (1 count); ―in face-to-face communication, people are more polite as the 
person is in front of you and being impolite may create problems and misunderstandings because 
of rules of society and religion‖ (1 count); ―in face-to-face communication, people are more 
polite because the person you are talking to is in front of you and he/she watches you and knows 




comfort and self-confidence to give power to speech‖ (1 count); ―people in face-to-face 
communication are more polite because they try to be more idealistic‖ (1 count); and ―people on 
social media are impolite as people don‘t know who you are, what your situation is and what 
your culture is. Also they feel free to talk what they want to talk‖ (1 count). 
They were also asked to give some examples of politeness. To this end, it was found that 
they used polite words and expressions: ―you wolf‖ (2 counts);  ―God bless you‖ (1 count); ―God 
give you the best, God never insult my eyes‖ (1 count); ―God save my dearest‖ (1 count); ―can 
you give that to me if possible‖ (1 count); ―God give me your sickness‖ (1 count); ―God give you 
my age‖ (1 count); ―may your flag be white‖ (1 count);  ―God whiten your face‖ (1count); ―O 
prince‖ (1 count); ―You are moon‖ (1count); ―you are honey‖ (1count); ―better my head‖ (1 
count); ―you are my life‖ (1 count); ―God give you good thing‖ (1 count); and ―I hope God make 
you happy‖ (1 count). When they were asked to give some region-, gender-, and tribe-specific 
impolite words, the following expressions were used: ―effeminate‖ (1 count); ―fucked‖ (1 count); 
―prostitute‖ (1 count); ―impolite Rotten‖ (1 count); ―Stinky‖ (1 count); ―Stingy‖ (1 count) ;  
―likening to women or transgender‖ (1 count) ; ―God make you sulky‖ (1 count); and ―God make 
you mean‖ (1 count). Some of these responses are given below: 
 
٤ٚ ٗبً ال  ال , ٝعٜب  ُٞعٚ ٣ٌٕٞٗٞ اًضو رٜن٣ت ٝهللا أ٤ًل ٝعٜب  ُٞعٚ اًضو رٜن٣ت ك٢ ٍٝبئَ اُزٞإَ األعزٔبػ٢ ال ك
ٌٖٓٔ اُْق٤ٖخ رٌٕٞ هلاّ اُٞاؽل ٣ْٝٞف ٤ٖٓ اٗذ ٝاٍِٞثي ٣ٌٕٝٞ ٜٓنة اًضو أٓب ٖٓ فِق اُجوآظ ٓب٣ؼوف ٤ٖٓ اٗذ ُٝ 
٤ؼ ١ّٞرٌٕٞ ُٝ ٝٙؼي  ُٝ صوبكزي ٓب ٣ؼوف , ٝثؼْٜٚ ٣أفنٕٝ هاؽزْٜ ثأالكبظ  ك٢ أٌُِبد ك٢ اُغوائٚ ٝ األٍِٞة اُجغ  
Sure, people are more polite in face to face communication than they are in online 
communication. By God, this may be because the person you are talking to is in front of you and 
he/she watches you and knows who you are that is why becomes more polite than in your 




situation and what is your culture, also some of them feel free in social media and talk what 
he/she wants to talk. They are free and take comfort in such ways what we call it in classical 
Arabic „proud of themselves‟. 
 
صب٤ٗخ( ُؾظٚ ٜٜٜٛٚ ٓب رؾٚو٢ٗ اُِؾ٤ٖ ٌٖٓٔ ) كل٣زِ, عؼ٢ِ٘ كلٝرِ, هللا ٣طؼ٢٘ ػِ٘, ثؼٔو١, عؼ٢ِ٘ كلٟ  5ااا)
بك٤ٚ.هعُِٞ ٛن١ اًضو ٢ّ ٓب ٗوُٜٞب اال ُِٞاُل٣ٖ ( ٣ؼ٢٘ ٓضَ ٛن١ األُلبظ , ٝعؼِٚ ثبُق ػبك٤ٚ , ثبُؼ  
Just a moment. (thinks), I don‟t remember them now. May be, „can you give that to me if 
possible‟, „God give me your sickness‟, „God give you my age‟. These are mostly used for our 
parents. These words are used for intensifying your feelings for your listener and make your 
speech much better. 
 
The answer above was by female from the south region. She replied that in face-to-face 
communication, interlocutors are more polite than in online communication because in face-to-
face communication the listener is in front of you. She also replied that some people find space 
on social media and freedom to say whatever they want to say without any fear.   
 
ٗؼْ هل ٣ٌٕٞ ٝ أُؾزوّ ٓؾزوّ  ٌُٖٝ ثؼ٘ اُ٘بً رَزـوة ٓ٘ٚ ك٢ ٍٝبئَ اُزٞإَ األعزٔبػ٢ ؿ٤و ٓؾزوّ ُٝٔب 
ُٞعٚ ٣ٌٕٞ ٓؾزوّ  ٌٖٓٔ اُْبّٚ رؼط٤ٚ اه٣ؾ٤ٚ  اٝ رؼط٤ٚ صوٚ ث٘لَٚ اًضو اٗٚ ٣ٌٕٞ ه١ٞ ٣ٝزٌِْ ى١ اٌُالّ ٛنا روبثِٚ ٝعٜب    
Yes because the person will be polite always if he is. But you will be surprised to see 
some people on social media who are impolite. But if you meet them face to face, they will be 
polite. Maybe the screen gives them comfort or gives them more self-confidence to give power to 





: ٣ؼ٢٘ ٌٖٓٔ اهٍٞ ىالثٚ رؼزجو ؿج٢ اٝ اهٍٞ ٛنا عبى ٓلهػْ ٣ؼ٢٘ رؼزجو ؿ٤و ٜٓنثٚ آب أٌُِبد أُٜنثٚ ٌٖٓٔ 
 ٣ؼط٤ي اُؼبك٤ٚ ٣بأل٤ٓو ٓضال اٝ ٣بُن٣ت اٝ ٝعٜي اث٤٘ اٝ ها٣زي ث٤ٚبء ٛنا ًِٜب ًِٔبد ٜٓنثٚ
The word (zlabah, means „bad man‟ or „very weak who does not trust himself‟) or I say 
„mdaram‟, meaning „walking without thinking‟. These words are impolite. Polite words such as 
„O prince‟, „you wolf‟, „whiten your face‟ and „your flag white‟.  
 
The answer above, by a male participant from the centre region, shows that 
communication on social media and face to face are not the same. The participant also gave 
different examples of (im)politeness from his region.  
The seventh interview question was aimed at understanding politeness strategies used by 
the Saudi Arabian youngsters while talking or discussing Trump who is always projected in the 
news for his anti-Muslim rhetoric. The participants responded in different ways. Some believed 
that ―people used to insult him, his wife and his daughter using impolite words‖ (1 count); 
―people used to insult him with impolite words such as ‗homosexual‘‖ (1 count), ―people used to 
insult him with impolite words such as ‗son of a bitch‘‖ (1 count); ―people used to insult him 
with impolite words such as ‗effeminate‘‖ (1 count): ―people curse him using words such as 
‗God will return his plan in his own throat‘‖ (1 count); ―people curse him using words such as 
‗may God protect us from his evils‘‖ (1 count): ―people used to insult him with impolite words 
such as ‗dealer for prostitution‘, ‗son of dog‘, ‗Trump is a person of mockery in Saudi 
community‘‖ (1 count); ―people use words such as ‗crazy‘‖ (1 count); ―people use words such as 
‗ox‘,  people use words such as  ‗dementia‘‖ (1 count); ―people used to insult him with impolite 
words such as ‗fucking‘‖ (1 count); ―people use words such as ‗person without  understanding‘, 




count); ―people curse him using words such as ‗may God return his bad intensions to him‖ (1 
count); ―people think that Trump‘s behaviour does not reflect that of any American president‖ (1 
count); and ―people think he is not a good man and not worthy to be president‖ (1 count). The 
following excerpts from their interviews show this:  
 اًضو ًِٔٚ ٍٔؼزٜب ػ٘ٚ ٜٓياءٙ
I heard the word irony more about him.   
الٗٞا ث١َٞ٤ رٖوكبد  ٓب ثزٌٕٞ رٖوكبد هئ٤ٌ  هئ٤ٌ آو٣ٌب ثبُناد , ٣ؼ٢٘ ٓضال ٣َٖٞٓ ُٚ رٔضبٍ ٜٓيئ٤٘ٚ ك٤ٜب كب 
, رٖوكبرٚ ًلا ٜٓياءٙ ثبُوئبٍخ كائٔب اُْؼٞة ٓبفن٣ٖ كٌوٙ ػ٘ٚ اٗٞا ٓبٛٞ اَٗبٕ ٣ًٌٞ ٝٓبٛٞ عل٣و   
Because his behaviour does not reflect that of any American president. People think he is 
not a good man and not worthy to be president. 
 
The above answer was by a female from the west region. She said his behaviour does not 
reflect that he is a president.  
 
بً روٍٞ ػ٘ٚ ػٖ٘و١ ٝك٤ٚ ٗبً رٔلؽٚ اٗٚ اَٗبٕ ٝهللا ك٤ٚ ٗبً روٍٞ ػ٘ٚ ٛنا ّقٔ ىالثٚ ٓب ػ٘لٙ ٍبُلٚ ٝك٤ٚ ٗ
 ٣ًٌٞ هاػ ٣ؾَٖ اُؼالهبد اٝ ًنا
O‟ God some people said this person is „zlabah‟. He does not have knowledge and some 
of them said he is racist. Also, some people praise him as good person may make a good 
relation. 
 
In the response above, by a female from the centre region, the word ―zlabah‖ was used 




6.3 Results of Research Question 3 
Interviews were conducted to gain a thorough understanding of how the Saudi youths 
constructed their different identities as well as which strategies for politeness and impoliteness 
they used online. An attempt was also made to see how these strategies were similar or different 
inter-regionally and cross-culturally. It was also attempted to see if the participants were aware 
or unaware of their actions while using different identity construction and politeness and 
impoliteness strategies. From the analysis of the interview data, the following findings were 
obtained: 
1- Saudi youths used expressions such as ―I‘m sorry‖ and ―forgive me‖ for apologising 
online. 
2- They preferred expressions such as: ―if possible, my dearest‘; ―is it possible to‖; ―if not 
command [to] and if possible‖; and ―my life, (baadhieey) please do this to me‖ to express 
the speech act of requesting online.  
3- Males used real names more than females and females preferred to be anonymous or use 
nicknames more due to cultural and social constraints in Saudi society.  
4- It was reported that ―people using nicknames were more impolite‖. However, it was also 
reported that ―people with real names or family names were more polite‖ (2 counts). 
Using nicknames also provided space and freedom to Saudi Arabian youths to speak and 
express whatever they wanted to express without much fear. 
5- Female participants avoided using real names due to social and cultural norms as well as 
due to privacy issues. 
6- The participants agreed that it was possible to identify the regional, gender and tribal 




7- Most of the participants agreed that expressions in which God‘s name is evoked during 
communication is a distinct feature of Saudi Arabian culture which is done to show 
sincerity in communication as well as it is something which has come down to them from 
their ancestors and has now become an integral part of their daily life. 
8- The Saudi youths also believed that in face-to-face communication, people are more 
polite but people on social media are not polite.  
9- Saudi youths agreed that there were some region-specific polite and impolite expressions 
although most of the polite and impolite expressions were the same interregionally.  
10- Saudi youths and people used different impolite expressions initially during Trump‘s 
election campaign as he was seen as anti-Islam due to his anti-Islam rhetoric.  
6.4 Discussion of the Results of Interview Data 
This study used semi-structured interviews that were conducted with 5 participants (3 
males and 2 females). These participants were representatives of all the five regions and different 
tribes in Saudi Arabia. The participants‘ answers with regard to politeness strategies in terms of 
apologising were that they mostly used ―I‘m sorry‖. These words come under negative politeness 
which means they are linked with the data found on the social website (see negative politeness). 
In regard to this, Brown and Levinson (1978) indicated that apology may display the reluctance 
of the apologiser to breach the hearer‘s negative face and as such, the impingement is partially 
redressed. Similarly, Lazare (2004) stated that ―I‘m sorry‖ is a formula that does not necessarily 
indicate an apology or a regretful expression (p. 25). Also, in Aijmer (1996) and Knowles 
(1987), an apology was described as a polite gesture that does not always represent the true 
feeling of the speaker. The description provided by Lazare (2004) considered the face of the 




Moreover, in a related study, Bataineh and Bataineh (2008) mentioned that apologising indicates 
the acknowledgement of the apologiser of his responsibility and he seeks forgiveness.  
Based on a second order politeness perspective, an apology can be categorised as a 
negative politeness device. For instance, Brown and Levinson (1987) explained that in politeness 
strategies, an apology relays negative politeness to restore face following an FTA (refer to 
section 2.8) or following an offence that impacts the face of the addressee in a negative manner 
through a damage caused to it (Brown & Levinson, 1978). In a study of the same, Hariri (2017) 
reported that ―I‘m sorry‖ formed the linguistic form of the openings and closings of the Saudi 
context, while the words ―forgive me‖ formed the second most common expression in the 
present study based on apology terms. In the context of Saudi people, asking forgiveness is a part 
of prayer and to apologise is a part of religious expression, whether or not using the name of 
God, Allah. According to Hariri (2017), Saudi students used ―forgive me‖ in their emails (p. 89), 
whereas in Herring‘s (2000) study, he reached the conclusion that females showed gratefulness, 
appreciation and apology more frequently compared to their male counterparts. Apologies are 
deemed to be a level within the corrective process, assisting in correcting a mistake/offence that 
involves a challenge, offering, acceptance and gratefulness (Goffman, 1967).  
Data obtained from this study showed that the phrase, ―if possible, my dearest‖, was used 
by participants to make requests on social media. They used endearments as honorary titles such 
as ―my dearest‖ for politeness. Moreover, Saudi youth also used the name of God (Allah) when 
requesting in order to show utmost politeness.  
In the same line of study, Al-Ammar (2000) examined the realisations of request 
behaviour among Saudi female learners at Riyadh College of Arts and found that the subjects 




and Al-Oqaily‘s (2012) research, the authors conducted a comparison between Saudi and 
American students and found the former participants to differ in their use of strategies based on 
the social variables including power and distance. Added to this, the main strategy utilised by the 
Saudi students during their interaction with close friends is directness, which indicates closeness 
as opposed to impoliteness. Furthermore, requesting was also related to tribal words such as ―my 
life‖ (baadhieey)—phrases often used by the Alshammari tribe in Saudi Arabia for requesting 
(see Appendix I).  
According to the findings obtained in the present study, the male interviewees utilised 
their real names in social media as opposed to their female counterparts. Saudi males specifically 
used their real name or tribal name to display their pride in it. In Osman‘s (2012) study, males 
were revealed to feel more comfortable compared to females in using their actual names and 
posting their pictures with their profile names. In the context of Jordan, Jusoh and Al-Fawareh 
(2017) reported that male Jordanian Facebook users were more daring compared to female users 
in exchanging personal information online and using their real names and their pictures. 
Meanwhile, their female counterparts were more conservative when using online social sites.  
In the present study, Saudi female social media users opted to remain anonymous or use 
nicknames, as part of the Saudi culture. Similarly, in Al-Saggaf‘s (2011) study, the findings 
indicated that Saudi females guarded their privacy when communicating online and in Aljasir, 
Woodcock and Harrison (2013), Saudi female Facebook users were found to hide their profile 
online for varying reasons: hiding from their family and hiding from their employers. In relation 
to this, the female Saudis‘ reputation is held in high regard in the country, with a tarnished 
reputation bringing forth serious consequences for the women and their immediate families 




In addition to the above studies, Al-Saggaf (2016) and Stanger et al. (2017) examined the 
participation of Saudi youth online and found that the majority of the participants were not 
comfortable disclosing their personal information to the public. The authors indicated that female 
Saudi youth preferred to use nicknames and pseudonyms online to safeguard their privacy. 
Privacy was also found to be highly gendered among Qatari and Saudi females when using social 
media owing to the gender‘s socially constructed role in the society (Abokhodair et al., 2017). 
This finding was also supported by Strong and Hareb (2012), when they revealed that female 
Emiratis have privacy issues on Twitter.  
As for the use of nicknames, Saudi youths were found to be impolite when using them 
and communicating on social media and this may be attributed to the fact that it is not a face-to-
face interaction and the participants are hiding behind their keyboards. According to Culpeper et 
al. (2017) digital communication aspects differ from face-to-face interaction and based on the 
survey reported by VitalSmarts, more than 88% of the people were not polite when using social 
media, 75% experienced online conflicts and arguments as witnesses and five had limited in-
person interaction with others owing to the words exchanged online (Bennet, 2013).  
In this line of argument, users have become used to using brevity when communicating 
via writing and directness and this could have a counterproductive impact on the social media 
communication. In the case of the Saudi youth, social media plays a key role in channeling 
expressions freely without being hindered by the socio-cultural norms (Alenezi & Kebble, 2017). 
The results indicated that Saudi participants used their real names with female names sounding 
more polite because females tend to assume polite identities.  
One of the aims of this study is to indentify different identities via language use on social 




participants could be discerned by regional use of words and phrases. According to Locher et al. 
(2015), there is a noticeable usage of phrases among Saudis hailing from different regions of the 
country, with each region having distinct phrases particular to it (see Appendix A). Moreover, 
the writing style is one of the major findings highlighted in this study. Arabic language is used 
by Saudi youth to display their identities in many ways. They employ various linguistic and 
nonlinguistic strategies to develop their distinct identities (Alenezi & Kebble, 2017). The results 
of the interview analysis were supported by the data from the website.  
Another objective of this study is to identify the distinct communication feature of Saudi 
culture in invoking God‘s name and the feature‘s different functions. Based on the results of the 
interviews, Saudi youth often invoke God‘s name in their online interactions due to habit 
inherited from parents and being brought up as Muslims in Muslim communities. Saudi Arabia is 
an Islamic country earning the name of being the top conservative culture in the world, having a 
unique combination of Islamic and Arab culture and traditions (Bjerke & Al-Meer, 1993; 
Burkhart & Goodman, 1998). In fact, using religious expressions while interacting is discernible 
among Saudis and they use it to affirm their religious identity, coming from a deeply religious 
society and country.  
In fact, any conversations with Saudis would include expressions of ―God willing‖, ―God 
bless you‖, and ―peace be with you‖ as a token of Saudi‘s religious and cultural identity. In 
Almakrami‘s (2015) study, Islam was highlighted to play a major role in Saudi people‘s 
behaviour, norms, attitudes and practices (Al-Saggaf, 2012; Al Munajjed, 1997). Based on the 
findings of the present study, the participants used God‘s name based on belief, customs and 
traditions. In other words, Saudi youth reflect their religious identity in online communication, 




culture is naturally religious, with both religion and culture forming the people‘s attitudes and 
practices and creating their daily reality (Al-Saggaf, 2011). 
Another further major finding highlighted in this study is that Saudi youth are more polite 
in their face-to-face communications compared to their online ones, with the latter providing a 
space in which to be impolite. This is aligned with Locher et al.‘s (2015) finding that CMC and 
face-to-face communication may not have true separation as such separation between 
interactants brings norms to the keyboard and online interactions cannot be separated. Although 
there is some truth to this statement, there are aspects to online communication that are distinct 
from face-to-face communication (Culpeper et al., 2017). Specifically, in face-to-face 
communication, the appropriateness notion is more evident (Locher & Watts, 2008).  
The development of the internet has shifted considerable social interactions online and, 
via this phenomenon, people have made online communications their daily habit in an 
unconscious manner (Katerenchuk & Rosenberg, 2016). The participants of the interviews in the 
present study used some words of politeness and impoliteness on the basis of their gender and 
region and the results were supported by the data provided on the social website.  
In the last section of the interview, the question was geared towards understanding 
politeness strategies used by Saudi youth while discussing Trump who frequently shows up in 
the news for his anti-Muslim rhetoric. The participants had negative answers towards Trump, 
reflecting the unlikely possibility of Saudi youth to give good face to Trump, the reason being 
that he is not a good president and he is against Muslims. The interview data supported the data 
obtained from the social website developed for the purpose of this study. On the whole, the 





Chapter 7: Conclusion 
7.1 Introduction  
In this final chapter, the researcher provides a summarised version of the thesis chapters, 
the main theoretical research contributions that add to the literature of construction of online 
identity and (im)politeness strategies among Saudi youth in online communication. The chapter 
also provides the practical implications of the results obtained, lists the limitations and 
enumerates recommendations for future avenues of research. The present study aimed to find out 
how Saudi Arabian youths constructed their regional, tribal, religious, and gender identities. It 
sought to investigate the linguistic strategies used to construct these strategies. That is, how 
Saudi Arabian youths used tribe-, region-, gender-, and religion-specific vocabulary and phrases 
to construct their various identities. It also sought to know which nonlinguistic strategies such as 
use of region-, tribe-, gender-, and religion-specific images such as images of castles, tribal 
dances, tribal dress, and animals were used to construct their different identities through 
nonlinguistic means.   
The study also aimed to investigate different strategies used by the Saudi Arabian youths 
to express politeness and impoliteness online. To this end, Brown and Levinson‘s (1978, 1987) 
theory of politeness was used as the theoretical framework to see if the Saudi Arabian youths 
followed the same politeness strategies. Blum and Kulka‘s (1989) CCSARP Coding manual was 
also used to this end. To study the impoliteness strategies, Culpeper‘s (1996) framework was 
used as a theoretical base. The study also investigated whether the Saudi Arabian youths used 
any new, different, Saudi culture and context specific politeness and impoliteness strategies.  




RQ1: What strategies are used by Saudi Arabian young adults to construct their different 
socio-cultural identities in online communication on a social website?  
RQ2: Which strategies are used by Saudi Arabian young adults to be polite/impolite in 
their online communication?   
RQ3: In what sense are these online identity construction and politeness strategies similar 
and, at the same time, different, inter-regionally as well as cross-culturally? 
These research questions were answered using explanatory sequential mixed methods 
design. The method consisted of two main sequential phases: 1) a quantitative study, and 2) a 
follow-up qualitative study. The outcomes of these two phases were linked in order to write the 
interviews questions. The primary data collection instruments included a Facebook-like social 
media website and the posts on it by the Saudi Arabian youths and audio-recorded semi-
structured interviews carried out through Skype. The participants in the study were 158 Saudi 
Arabian young adults (male and female) and their most common age range was between 18 and 
30.  
7.2 Linguistic Strategies Used by the Saudi Youths for Identity Construction 
Concerning the first research question, it was found that Saudi Arabian youths used 
linguistic strategies such as using region-specific words and phrases such as صج / really (used by 
participants from the east region), دح٘ي / now (used by the participants from the west region), ما / 
this (used by the participants from the centre region), مِل / old fool (used by the participants from 
the south region and ٕالعٌض / Alanazi (tribe name used by the participants from the north region). 
They also used their tribe name as a last name such as: ABC Alanazi, XYZ Althagafi, BCD 
Alqahtani, MNP Alotaibi, and PQR Albalawi as a linguistic strategy to construct and reveal their 




exalted, ٝهللا / By God, هللا ٣َزو / God save us,ّاالٍال / Islam,اف٢ / brother were also used to 
construct religious identity. The Saudi Arabian youths also constructed their gender identities 
through different linguistic strategies such as using real names (in the case of males) and using 
nicknames (in the case of females) due to Saudi Arabian cultural norms.  In addition to the use of 
real names and nicknames as a gender identity construction strategy, other gender-specific words 
were also used by males (اٍق / sorry) and females (by adding suffix to show feminine gender- 
 sorry). It was also noted that Arab females, particularly Saudi Arabian females, used / اٍلٚ
nicknames as a linguistic marker to show their female gender as they are not allowed to use their 
real names on social media due to social and cultural norms. 
While focusing on nonlinguistic strategies, the participants constructed their regional 
identity by posting region-specific images of old/new architecture, images of region-specific 
forts/castles, and images of region-specific food dishes. They posted images related to Holy 
Kaaba, Holy Madinah, religious words, images of children praying, and images about the Holy 
Quran to construct their religious, Muslim identity. Gender identity was constructed by posting 
images related to nature and natural beauties like rivers, mountains, gardens, greenery, places, 
images of veiled girls/free girls, images of flowers, images about various foods and drinks, 
images about the child and parents. The participants constructed their tribal identity by posting 
tribe-specific images such as image of tribe name, images of cultural/tribal celebration, image of 
tribe head, image of tribal hero, image of tribal poet and image of tribal village to construct their 
tribal identities.  
7.3 Politeness and Impoliteness Strategies used by the Participants 
In answering the second research question, it was found that the Saudi Arabian youths 




strategies such as seeking agreement, giving (or asking for) reasons and presupposing/raising 
/asserting common ground. Negative politeness was the second most used politeness strategy 
used by the Saudi Arabian youths.  They used apologising and giving difference as sub-strategies 
of negative politeness. Following Culpeper‘s (1996) model of impoliteness, Saudi Arabian 
youths were seen using the bald on-record impoliteness strategy the most. Saudi Arabian females 
used ―direct FTA in clear, unambiguous way without concern for the hearer‘s face‖ more than 
males while expressing their bald on-record impoliteness.  This was followed by negative 
impoliteness wherein they used sub-strategies such as ―condescend, scorn or ridicule, emphasise 
your relative power‖ and ―explicitly associate the other with a negative aspect‖ more. 
The answer to the second research question also showed that Saudi Arabian youths used 
some new Saudi Arabian culture specific politeness and impoliteness strategies which are not 
covered either in Brown and Levinson or in Culpeper. These new strategies of politeness used by 
the Saudi Arabian youths included; kinship non-familiar; thanking God; invocation to God; using 
honorific titles; courtliness; describe the other using clever and strong animals terms; comforting 
someone with prayers; supplicating to God; appreciation; and swearing by God. The new 
strategies of impoliteness used by the Saudi Arabian youths included: invoking God‘s curse; 
describe the other using derogatory animals terms; using honorific titles to insult; and using 
religiously and socially derogatory terms. These findings imply and reflect various nuances of 
Saudi Arabian youths and the Saudi society and culture in general and were reported as new 
contribution of this study.  
Findings of research question three showed that Saudi Arabian youth often invoke God‘s 
name in their online interactions. It was also reported that Saudi Arabian youth are more polite in 




the participants evinced negative reactions towards Donald Trump, reflecting the unlikely 
possibility that Saudi youth would give good face to Trump, the reason being that he is not a 
good president and he is against Muslims. It was also noted that the male interviewees utilised 
their real names in social media whereas their female counterparts did not. Saudi Arabian males 
specifically used their real names or tribal names to display their personal and tribal pride. In 
contrast, the study showed that Saudi Arabian female social media users opted to remain 
anonymous or else employed nicknames—both being consistent with the norms and expectations 
of Saudi Arabian culture. This study found that Saudi Arabians who used nicknames were 
impolite in their social media communications. This finding may be attributed to the fact that the 
participants were hiding behind their keyboards and not interacting with their interlocutors face 
to face. Therefore, looking at these answers of these three questions, it can be said that Saudi 
Arabian youths use various identity construction strategies as well as politeness and impoliteness 
strategies. Thus, the aims of the study were achieved. 
7.4 Limitations of the Study 
This study‘s limitations are a consequence of the fact that all of its data were gathered 
from only one social media networking site. Moreover, that social media website was not the 
most popular one available. This was because the University of Tasmania did not allow the 
study‘s researcher to create a Facebook page, citing ethical concerns. That the data from this 
study was drawn from only one social media networking site, and that this website was not the 
most popular of all those currently available, meant that ease of access and communication 
between participants was limited due to Saudi Arabian youth being unfamiliar with the website. 
As such, the number of participants was only 158. The study‘s researcher foresaw the problem of 




and took steps to rectify the situation. To this end, the study‘s author attempted to use statistical 
tools such as NVivo, but the data were all in Arabic. Thus, the word had a different spelling that 
could not be coached from the NVivo tool.  
Another limitation came from lack of scholarly literature/references on regional words 
and phrases from different Saudi Arabian regions. To this end, a panel of members from 
different regions was formed to verify these regional words. Scholarly resources would have 
helped in comparative analysis of these findings with such references. The small number of 
interview participants was another limitation of the study. As the interviews were only for the 
purpose of verifying the results obtained from the participants in the form of Comments Data and 
to shed more light on them, only five interviewees were selected. They were drawn from five 
different regions and belonged to different tribes and genders. More interviewees may have 
yielded further results or insights, but five was considered sufficient considering the verification 
purpose of the interview data.  
7.5 Strengths of the Study 
Although the study has certain limitations, it also has various strengths. It is the first ever 
study on politeness with online data from Saudi Arabian context. It is ground breaking research 
as it tests the politeness theory of Brown and Levinson (1987) and the impoliteness theory of 
Culpeper (1996) on online data in a Saudi Arabian context. It expands on how these theories fail 
to incorporate various aspects of politeness and impoliteness which are observed in the Saudi 
Arabian society and culture. Saudi Arabian youths use different politeness and impoliteness 
strategies to express their politeness and impoliteness. These strategies are Saudi Arabian culture 
specific and are observed in Saudi Arabian culture but they are not covered in any of the existing 




strategies to politeness and impoliteness theories and these can be used by future researchers who 
are interested in studying politeness and impoliteness in Arabian societies and cultures. This 
study will be a guide to future research in this domain. Scholars such as Graham (2007) have 
stated that there have not been many studies on impoliteness particularly in the context of 
Computer-Mediated Communication. Thus, this study finds another significant place in this 
context of CMC from a Saudi Arabian perspective.  
7.6 Practical Implications of the Findings 
 
The study has various implications and can be useful for many applications. These 
findings of the study would certainly be helpful to researchers and scholars interested in cross-
cultural aspects of communication. The findings would help them understand how Saudi Arabian 
youths construct their various identities as well as what kind of politeness and impoliteness 
strategies these youths use to express politeness and impoliteness. This is because Saudi Arabian 
society is quite a closed society and not much research exists on these aspects of Saudi Arabian 
individuals. The study and its findings will be beneficial for researchers in the field as it will 
guide how to analyse online data for identity construction strategies as well as for deciphering 
politeness and impoliteness strategies from the online data.  
The researcher collected some examples from Twitter (see Figures 33, 34 and 35) to 
show how to identify the background, geographical, tribal, and gender information of the user 
from the language used. One Twitter user used the word   ) ًَٜ ( meaning ―old man‖. From this 






Figure 33: Practical sample from Twitter on region/gender specific words used for identity 
construction: Example A 
Another user used the word   )ِٕٞٛ( meaning ―like that‖. This word reveals that he/she is from 
the north region.  
 
Figure 34: Practical sample from Twitter on region/gender specific words used for identity 
construction: Example B 
Another user used the word   )ٚاٍل(meaning ―I‘m sorry‖. The word reflected that the user is 





Figure 35: Practical sample from Twitter on region/gender specific words used for identity 
construction: Example C 
 
This study might also aid Arabic–English translators by providing information on the 
Arabic language in general and Saudi usage in particular. Additionally, this study‘s enumeration 
of tribe-specific forms of communication might aid others in discerning to which tribe or region 
their interlocutor belongs.  
The findings of the study will be helpful for developing digital apps on different regional 
dialects in Saudi Arabia or different Saudi Arabian region-specific words. The findings may be 
useful for developing different digital apps for teaching appropriate Saudi Arabian language to 
those who are interested in learning it. People migrate to Saudi Arabia for work, business, 
religious pilgrimage and other reasons and live in different regions and cities. The findings of 
this study help them to speak locally appropriate language and be polite and avoid any chances 
of cross-cultural miscommunications.  
The findings can also be beneficial to those who interact and chat with Saudi youths. 
These people can see what Saudi youths prefer and what they frown at and dislike. They can 




they use to express their politeness and anger. Understanding these, foreigners can adapt a subtle 
technique to effectively communicate with Saudi youths and establish successful communication 
with them. Thus, this study, by enumerating appropriate and inappropriate forms of 
communications according to Saudi Arabian tribes and regions, might also aid the promotion of 
productive communication by reducing the probability of misunderstandings and offence.  
7.7 Implications for Linguistic Theory 
One of the strengths of the study lies in its contribution to linguistic theories of politeness 
and impoliteness. This study focused on online communications between Saudi Arabian youths 
from different regions in Saudi Arabia. It did not focus on only one region in terms of dialect, as 
many previous studies have done. The study also adopted a relatively new approach by 
combining Brown and Levinson‘s (1987) politeness theory with Culpeper‘s (1996) impoliteness 
theory. As such, the present study is also a contribution to the existing body of work on 
(im)politeness theory. In fact, this study discovered new strategies, specific to a Saudi Arabian 
context, that are not included in either Brown and Levinson‘s (1987) politeness theory or 
Culpeper‘s (1996) impoliteness theory (see section 5.6).  
Brown and Levinson´s discussion of the rules governing strategy choice provided the 
basis for the exploration of the different strategies employed in face-to-face and online 
communication. The results of this study showed that Saudi Arabian youths employed new sub-
strategies in their online communications, thus justifying an extension of Brown and Levinson‘s 
(1987) theory of positive politeness strategies. These new strategies are: thanking God; 
invocation to God; using honorific titles; courtliness; describe the other using clever strong 
animal terms; comforting someone with prayers; supplication to God; kinship non-familiar; and 




light of the present study‘s findings regarding Saudi Arabian youth‘s utilisation of the bald off-
record strategy. The new bald off-record strategies were: invoking God‘s curse; describe the 
other using derogatory animal terms; using religiously and socially derogatory terms; and using 
honorific titles to insult (see section 5.6.2). 
7.8 Recommendations Arising from the study 
 Future studies by Saudi Arabian researchers should include more participants from 
different Saudi Arabian tribes and regions and utilise more social networking sites, such 
as Facebook and Twitter, to obtain data and thereby secure more robust and reliable 
findings. 
 The new politeness and impoliteness strategies discovered by this study in the Saudi 
Arabian context may be used by researchers in the field of politeness and impoliteness to 
investigated (im)politeness theories in face-to-face and online communication in the 
context of countries outside of Saudi Arabia.  
 The region-specific and tribe-specific words and phrases discovered in the present study 
may be used as a starting point for future research into Saudi Arabian regional dialects. 
7.9 Research Summary  
This research study aimed to study identity construction strategies used by the Saudi 
Arabian youths in their online interactions. It also aimed to study politeness and impoliteness 
strategies used by the Saudi youths to express their politeness and impoliteness online. To 
achieve this and to seek answers to the research questions of the study, the data were collected 
and analysed using mixed method research design. The obtained results helped in achieving the 




definitely fill the gap in literature on the topic and will be a starting and guiding point for many 
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Appendix A: Details of Topics Posted on the Website  
Duration Topic Questions 
First 
week 
Generation Gap in 
Saudi Arabia Society 
and Saudi Youth‘s 
Opinion 
أُغزٔغ اَُؼٞك١. اُْجبة ٤َُٞا ٓضَ اُلغٞح ث٤ٖ األع٤بٍ رزيا٣ل ك٢ 






Education in KSA 
ٓب ٓلٟ أ٤ٔٛخ رؼ٤ِْ اُِـخ اإلٗغ٤ِي٣خ ك٢ أٌُِٔخ اُؼوث٤خ اَُؼٞك٣خ؟ 





Old Man and 
Computer 













Perceptions of Saudi 
Arabian Youths about 
Trump 






Fine  اُؼَ اٗٚ ٣ٞعل اّقبٓ )اُؼِْ(افند ٓقبُلٚ ٖٓ هعَ ٓوٝه ٓغ
هكد كؼِي؟؟؟ )هكح( ث٘لٌ اُيٓبٕ ٝأٌُبٕ ُْٝ ٣وْ ثٔقبُلزْٜ ٓب  
Twelfth 
week 
Apologise  اٗذ ر٤َو ك٢ اُطو٣ن اُقطأ ٝهٔذ ثٖلّ ّقٔ ؿو٣ت ًَٝود






Appendix B: Interview Questions 
The interviews were conducted through Skype. Each interview lasted for 30–40 minutes. The 
following questions were asked in the interview: 
1- Which expression do you use more for apologising in your communication on Social media?  
2- Which expression do you use more for requesting/ asking in your communication on Social 
media?   
3- Who uses real name / nickname on Social Media? Male/ Female? Why? And do people with 
real names / nicknames on Social Media are more polite/impolite? Why do you think so? 
4- Is it possible to identify gender, region, tribe, educational background of a person from his/her 
language used on social media? And do people show such various identities consciously or 
unconsciously?   
5- What does invoking name of God for requesting, asking and apologizing reflect/show in 
Saudi Arabian society? 
6- Do you think that people on social media are more polite/impolite than they are in real life 
communication? Why do you think so? Can you tell me some polite/impolite 
words/expressions which are specific only to your gender, region, and tribe? 
7- In your experiences, what kind of language do people use when talking about the new US 





Appendix C: Announcement for Recruiting Participants 
―Dear young adults (male + female) from different regions and tribes in Saudi Arabia, you are 
kindly invited to my website ‗Languages & Tribes in Kingdom of Saudi Arabia‘ where we 
share our linguistic and cultural heritages and prides to know each other better. The website 
(URL) is prepared for use once this research project is initiated. The website is yet to be 
created which will have information required   for participation. To join me, just sign up to the 
website and start posting, sharing and commenting. Your participation will be enriching and 
will be appreciated. You can contact me by filling in the electronic form given on contact us 
















































Appendix E: Detailed Invitation Posted to the Participants for Joining the Research on the 
Website  
You are invited to participate in this research. The research primarily focuses on the 
phenomenon of politeness strategies employed by Saudi Arabian young adults in 
online/virtual communication and their construction and showing of various sociocultural, 
political, regional, tribal identities through these strategies in online/virtual communication. 
The Study also aims to examine the linguistic strategies employed to construct an individual‘s 
identity in terms of politeness, and to determine the socio-linguistic factors that underlie these 
from the viewpoint of sociolinguistics, and their implications. This study is being conducted 
for the requirements of Doctor of Philosophy in Education by Mr. Alenezi under the 
supervision of Dr Paul Kebble, Dr Andrew Fluck, Dr Andy Bown and Dr Yang Yang of the 
University of Tasmania, Australia from the Faculty of Education. Mr. Alenezi will be directly 
involved in the field study in person for data collection. For more details, you can also read 
the Arabic version of this consent form.  
What is the purpose of the study? 
The aims of this research are to investigate: 
1- The linguistic strategies used by Saudi Arabian young adults to construct their different 
social identities in online communication.  
2-  The strategies used by Saudi Arabian young adults to be (im) polite in their online 
communication. 
3- Inter-regional and cross-cultural similarities and differences in these strategies used in 
online identity construction and politeness. 




As one of the Saudi young adult, you are invited to be a participant in this study.  Your 
participation will be purely voluntary and you have every right to decide not to participate, 
without consequences, at any time. If you decide to withdraw, there will be no impact on your 
personal and professional dealings with the researchers. 
What if I change my mind during or after the study? 
You have every right not to participant in this research and, at any point of time during data 
fieldwork, you can withdraw without explanation and without consequences. If you change 
your mind afterwards and do not want to include your data you can contact the research team 
by December 30, 2016 and your data will also be withdrawn. In the case this data is used for 
some research related publications, your confidentiality will be duly maintained. 
What will happen to the information when this study is over? 
The data collected from website and interviews will be stored in the collaborative file storage 
solution hosted on the Microsoft Share Point Suite facility by the University of Tasmania. The 
student investigator will use OneDrive, an online document storage system for PhD students, 
to store the data. After the data collection process is over, the student investigator will 
download the data, in My Site.  The recorded interview data will be copied and stored in My 
Site. After a period of five years from the publication of the thesis, the data will be deleted, 
paper transcripts shredded and raw audio recordings will be deleted as well. All information 
will be treated with utmost confidentiality. 
How will the results of the study be published? 
The purpose of this study is for the requirements of the Doctor of Philosophy in Education of 
Mohammed Q Alenezi. Hence, the data collected will be used for the purpose aforementioned.  
The data may be used for further research publications. The identity of all participants will be 




Appendix: F Consent form  
1. I agree to take part in the research study named above. 
2. I have read and understood the Information Sheet for this study. 
3. The nature and possible effects of the study have been explained to me. 
4. I understand that the study involves posting comments in website page for about two 
months and interview which will be audio recorded for around 30,40 minutes.  
5. I am aware that I have every right not to answer some questions in interview or write the 
comment at the study page in website. 
6. I understand that copies of screenshots of website comments, interviews and audio files 
will be stored on the Microsoft Share Point Suite facility by the University of Tasmania 
in the Faculty of Education which will be accessible only to the researchers. Names and 
other identifying information will be removed from these documents. Computer files will 
be password protected and stored on a secure server in the Faculty of Education, 
Launceston campus. After five years after publication of the report of the project, all 
transcripts and field notes will be shredded, computer files deleted and audio tapes 
destroyed. 
7. Any questions that I have asked have been answered to my satisfaction. 
8. I understand that the researcher(s) will maintain confidentiality and that any information I 
supply to the researcher(s) will be used only for the purposes of the research.  
9. I understand that the results of the study will be published so that I cannot be identified as 
a participant.  
10. I understand that my participation is voluntary and that I may withdraw by December 30, 




If I wish, I may request that any data I have supplied be withdrawn from the research 







Appendix G:    Tables of Results 
Table 1: Linguistic Strategies used to Construct Regional Identities (Topic-Wise Classification) 




East   
 
8 
West كا / this (1), ٖكؽ٤ / now (2) 
Centre را/this (3) 
South   
North  ٛن١ /this (2)  
2 Trump East ٕظ / really (5), آؾن   / worst (2)  
 
63 
West ٛلا / this (7), ٖكؽ٤ / now (6), ًز٤و / more (3), كا   / this (1), اُجيٝهٙ   / 
children (2), ػبٗٚ  / look (1), اُل٣و٤ٌ  / under stairs(1),ًٙز٤و/ more(1), ثٜوعخ/ 
Show(1), ٣ؼ٢ٔ/ O my uncle (2) 
Centre ما / this(12), ْرلهػ/ Walk without thinking(2), ٓؼزٌ  /I agree with you(2) 
South  ًَٜ / old fool (3), ِاُٜٞا٣ / crawling creatures (4), اُوؾْ  / old man(2) 





East ٕظ / really (2),   
 
10 
West كا / this (1), ٛلا /this (1), ٖكؽ٤ / now (1), ٙٞا٣/ yes (1) 
Centre ما / this (2) 
South  اُغ٘ٞث٢ / southern (1) 




East ٕظ / really (2), آؾن / worst (1)  
 
17 
West ٖكؽ٤ / now (4), ًز٤و / more (1), ٛلا / this (1), ٣بث١ٞ / o my father (1) 
Centre ٖرلهػ٤ٔ / walk without thinking (1), ما / this (2), ٌٓؼز / you are right (1), 
 (walk without thinking (1 /اُلهػٔٚ
South  رْز٢ / what you want (1), ٙهل / ability (1) 




East ٚ1)ؽُٔٞز)  
 
10 
West ٖكؽ٤ / now (3), كا / this (1), ًز٤و / more (1), ٛلا/ this (1), رزجٌجي / crying 
(1) 
Centre ما / this (1) 
South  - 









West ًز٤و / more (2), ٖكؽ٤ / now (1), ٙاُجيٝه / children (1), ف١ٞ / friend (1) 
Centre ْرلهػ / walking without thinking (4), ما / this (2), أهل٣ذ / you are right 
 (bad man (1 / ىالثٚ ,(1)
South  ًَٜ / Old man (2), ٖأ٣ / where (1), اهؽت / welcome (1), أكـو / dull 
person (1) 
North  اٜٗظ / go (2), ثؾو / look (2), ِٕٞٛ / like that (1), رَجل١ / My liver (1), 








West ٣بؽظ / O Haj (4), ٛلا / this (4), ٖكؽ٤ / Now (2), ٤ٛب / try to solve this (1), 
 (this (1 / كٟ ,(this (1 / كا
Centre ثن١ / like this (1), ما / this (3), ىالثٚ  / Bad man(1) 
South  ٌَُٜا / old man (1) 









Table 2: Linguistic Strategies used to Construct Tribal Identities (Topic-Wise Classification) 
Topic No. Tribe name and tribe-specific words, phrases with their frequencies  Total  
1 
Generation gap 
Alanazi  Tribe name in profile (5) 07 
Alshammari Tribe name in profile (1) 
Aldossari Tribe name in profile (1) 
2 Trump Alshammari Tribe name in profile (1) 10 
Alqahtani Tribe name in profile (2) 
Alanazi  Tribe name in profile (2) 
Alhazmai  Tribe name in profile (1) 
Alrwiliy Tribe name in profile (1) 
Alotaibi Tribe name in profile (1) 
Aldossari Tribe name in profile (1) 





Alshammari Tribe name in profile (1) 08 
Alanazi Tribe name in profile (4) 
Alotaibi  Tribe name in profile (1) 
Albalawi Tribe name in profile (1) 




Alasmariy Tribe-related name in profile (1) 05 
Alqahtani Tribe-related name in profile (1) 
Aldossari Tribe-related name in profile (1) 
Alrwailly Tribe-related name in profile (1) 
Alzahrani Tribe-related name in profile (1) 
5 
Policeman fine  
Bedouin Tribe-related name in profile (1) 09 
Alahmari Tribe-related name in profile (1) 
Alharbi Tribe-related name in profile (1) 
Alshammari Tribe-related name in profile (2) 
Alanazi Tribe-related name in profile (3) 




Alharbi Tribe-related name in profile (2)  
22 Alawni Tribe-related name in profile (1) 
Alanazi Tribe-related name in profile (8) 
Small family Tribe-related name in profile (2) 
Alshammari Use of tribe-related word Owaid(1), tribe-related name in 
profile (3) 
Alharthy Tribe-related name in profile (1) 
Alqahtani Tribe-related name in profile (1) 
Bahrani Tribe-related name in profile (1) 
Alahmari Tribe-related name in profile (1) 
Althagafi Tribe-related name in profile (1) 
7 
Old and laptop 
Alshammari Tribe-related name in profile (2) 10 
Alanazi Tribe-related name in profile (2) 
Alahmari Tribe-related name in profile (1) 
Aldossari Tribe-related name in profile (1) 
Alharbi Tribe-related name in profile (1) 
Alzahrani Tribe-related name in profile (1) 
Alshamsi Tribe-related name in profile (1) 




Table 3: Linguistic Strategies used to Construct Religious Identity (Topic-Wise Classification) 




 & goodness / اُق٤و ٝاُجوًٚ ,(praise be to Allah (1 / ٝهلل اُؾٔل
blessings (1), هللا ٣قِق / God replace (1), هللا / the God (1) 
04 
2 Trump ٚهللا ٣قِق ػ٤ِ / God replace him (1), إ ّبء هللا/ God willing , 
 / اُؾٔلهللا ,(God be Exalted (2 / ٓبّبء هللا ,(Muslims (6 / ا٤َُِٖٔٔ
Thanks be to God (1), هللا ٣ؾ٤ٔ٘ب / God protect us (1), هللا ٣ٌل٤٘ب / 
God protect us (1), ٣ب٤ّـ / O shaikh (1), َهللا ٣غؼ / May God turn 
ٝهللا  ,(1)  / By God (2), هلل ٣َزو / God Save (4), ػي هللا / By God, 
the Greatest (1), ٙهللا ٣بفن / May God take (1), ؽب٤ٜٓب هللا / God 
protect (1), ّاالٍال / Islam (4), اُؼوة / Arabs (2), اف٢ / brother 
 God protects us/ هللا ٣لٌ٘ب ,(My Lord (1 / هث٘ب ,(sister (4 / افز٢ ,(5)






 ثبهلل ,(Praise be to God (1 / اُِٜبُؾٔل ,(God be Exalted (1 / ٓبّبءهللا





هللا  ,(God bless you (1 / ثبسك هللا ف٘ل ,(God take them (1 / هللا ٗقلعِن






 Should supplicate / ػ٤ٌِجبُلػبءػ٤ِْٜ ,(leave it to God(1 / ف٤ِٜبػِىبهلل
to  them(1),  ٖا٤ُِٜؼ٤/ God help you (1), ٚث٤ٜ٘ٞث٤٘وث / Between him 
and his Lord (1), ْٜهللا ٣ٜل٣ / Allah give them hidaya (2), ٚهللا ٣َبٓؾ 
/ May Allah forgive him (1), ْٜهللا ٣ِٖؾ / Allah give them 
guidance (1), هللا ٣ٖجوى ٣َٝبػلى / May Allah give you patience 
and help you forget this (1), هللا ٣َبػلى ٝر٠َ٘ ٛبم / May Allah 
help you overcome this (1), هللا ٣ؾ٤ٔ٘ب / May Allah save us (1),  هللا
 ,(Allah is watching you O dishonest (1 / ٣واهجٌْ ثبػٔبٌُْ اُـ٤و ٗي٣ٜٚ
٤ًق رج٢ رٞاعٚ هثي ٣ّٞ  ,(May God be with you (4 / ا٤ٌُِٜٞٗل٤ؼٞٗي
٤ُِ  ,(How will you face Allah on the day of Qayamat (1 / اُو٤بٓٚ
 Why such dishonest policemen do not fear / ٓب ٣قبكٕٞ هللا اُؼٌَو
Allah(1), ْٜ٤ًٝق ٣جٕٞ ٣ٞاعٜٕٞ هث  / How will they justify such 
actions to Allah (1), ك٢ ٣ّٞ اُؾَبة / There is the day of 
Accountability (1), ّٝهللا ٛبما ؽوا / Wallahi (By God) this is 
Haram (prohibited), ٌْهللا ٣وطؼ / May God disappear you (1), هللا / 






 / ا٤ُِٜجبهًل٤ي ,(By God It wasn't my intention (1 / ٝأُِٜبًبٗوٖل١
May God bless you (1), ٓبّلزي ٝهللا  / By God, I didn‘t see you 
 (the God (2 / هللا ,(1)
05 
7 
Old man and 
laptop 
 Worship / اُؼجبكٙ  ,(the God (2 / هللا ,(God be exalted (2 / ْٓبءهللا







Table 4: Linguistic Strategies used to Construct Gender Identity (Topic-Wise Classification) 







Female Feminine names/nicknames (7) 18 
Male Masculine names/nicknames (11) 
2 Trump Female Feminine names/nicknames  (29) 51 





Female Feminine names/nicknames  (09) 25 




Female Feminine names/nicknames  (17),رٖله٢ / you believe (1), 
 my / ؽج٤جز٢ ,(my dear (2 / اُؼي٣يٙ ,(should be careful (1 / اٗزج٢ٜ
love (1), اّزو٢ً / contract (1) 
34 




Female Feminine names/nicknames  (20) 45 
Male اُؼي٣ي / Dear (2), ّهل /Apply (1), اُن٣ت / wolf (1), ٞٛٝ 
/ He (1) 





Female ٚاٍل / Sorry (16), ٚٓزبٍل / Sorry (3), اػنه٢٘٣ / forgive me (2) 
Feminine names/nicknames  (40) 
128 
Male اٍق / Sorry (32), اػنه٢ٗ / forgive me (1) 




Female Feminine names/nicknames  (21) 
  ,(you are (1 / ك٢ٌ٤ اٗز٢
46 
Male Masculine names/nicknames (23) 









Table 5: Politeness Strategies  
Topic Politeness strategies Count 
1 Generation 
gap 
Bald on-Record Strategy 2 
Positive Politeness 14 
Negative Politeness 2 
Off-record Strategy - 
 ------- 
2 Trump Bald on-Record Strategy - 
Positive Politeness 31 
Negative Politeness 2 






Bald on-Record Strategy 1 
Positive Politeness 43 
Negative Politeness 12 





Bald on-Record Strategy 3 
Positive Politeness 61 
Negative Politeness 1 





Bald on-Record Strategy 13 
Positive Politeness 52 
Negative Politeness 11 






Bald on-Record Strategy - 
Positive Politeness 27 
Negative Politeness 72 
Off-record Strategy - 
 ---- 
7 
Old man and 
laptop 
Bald on-Record Strategy 1 
Positive Politeness 31 
Negative Politeness 2 










Table 6: Impoliteness Strategies 
Topic Impoliteness strategies Count 
1 Generation 
gap 
Bald on-record impoliteness 2 
Positive Impoliteness - 
Negative Impoliteness 1 
Sarcasm or Mock Impoliteness 3 
Withhold Politeness Strategy - 
2 Trump Bald on-record impoliteness 43 
Positive Impoliteness 2 
Negative Impoliteness 35 
Sarcasm or Mock Impoliteness - 





Bald on-record impoliteness 7 
Positive Impoliteness 1 
Negative Impoliteness 1 
Sarcasm or Mock Impoliteness 3 




Bald on-record impoliteness 27 
Positive Impoliteness 1 
Negative Impoliteness 11 
Sarcasm or Mock Impoliteness 2 




Bald on-record impoliteness 8 
Positive Impoliteness 3 
Negative Impoliteness 11 
Sarcasm or Mock Impoliteness 2 





Bald on-record impoliteness 6 
Positive Impoliteness - 
Negative Impoliteness 1 
Sarcasm or Mock Impoliteness - 
Withhold Politeness Strategy - 
7 
Old man and 
laptop 
Bald on-record impoliteness 17 
Positive Impoliteness 9 
Negative Impoliteness 18 
Sarcasm or Mock Impoliteness 9 






































Appendix I: Some Transcripts of Interview Data  
 
General Description 




Participant Age: 27 Region: East End Time: 01:57:24 AM Method: Skype 
 
: اَُالّ ػ٤ٌِْ ٝهؽٔخ هللا ٝثوًبرٚ  الوقبثل  
: ٝػ٤ٌِْ اَُالّ ٝهؽٔخ هللا  الوسزجْة  
: ٖٓ أ١ ٓ٘طوخ؟  الوقبثل  
: ٖٓ أُ٘طوخ اُْوه٤خ ؽج٤ج٢ الوسزجْة  
: ًْ ػٔوى؟ الوقبثل  
ٍ٘خ  22: الوسزجْة  
اُزٞإَ االعزٔبػ٢؟: ٓب٢ٛ أٌُِبد اُز٢ رَزقلٜٓب ك٢ االػزناه ك٢ ٍٝبئَ الوقبثل  
: ك٢ االػزناه ثبُؼبكح َٗزقلّ ًِٔبد أػنه٢ٗ ٣بؽج٤ج٢ ال اٍزط٤غ اُوك ػ٤ِي  ْٓـٍٞ ٝا٣ل ٖٓ ٛبُوج٤َ ٣ؼ٢٘ الوسزجْة  
: ٓب٢ٛ أٌُِبد اُز٢ رَزقلٜٓب ك٢ اُطِت  أٝاَُإاٍ ك٢ ٍٝبئَ اُزٞإَ االعزٔبػ٢؟الوقبثل  
ٌ اة أٝ  ر٣ٞزو ثأٍِٞة ٜٓنة ُٞ ٍٔؾذ ٣ب ؽج٤ج٢ ٝثبُؼبكح ًِٔخ ٣بؽج٤ج٢ : ك٢ اُطِت ٗطِت ثبُؼبكح ثبٍُٞبئَ ك٢ ٝارالوسزجْة
 َٗزقلٜٓب أًضو 
: ٖٓ ٛٞ اُن١ ٣َزقلّ االٍْ اُؾو٤و٢ ك٢ ٍٝبئَ اُزٞإَ االعزٔبػ٢ اُوعبٍ أّ اَُ٘بء؟الوقبثل  
اُوعبٍ أًضو  :الوسزجْة  
:اَُجت؟الوقبثل  
ٝرؼجو أٍبً اُؼبكاد االعزٔبػ٤خ ػ٘لٗب أٝ رزٌِْ ثؾو٣خ ثبُؼبكح رؾت رٌٕٞ ٓغُٜٞخ ا٣ُٜٞخ ػ٠ِ أُوأح: الوسزجْة  
: اُن٣ٖ ٣َزقلٕٓٞ االٍٔبء أَُزؼبهح أهَ أٝ أًضو رٜن٣ت ٖٓ اُن٣ٖ ٣َزقلٕٓٞ االٍٔبء اُؾو٤و٤خ؟ الوقبثل  
: ثبُؼبكح أهَ رٜن٣ت ألٕ ٣ٞٛزٚ ؿ٤و ٓؼوٝكخ ًٝنا ٣َزط٤غ ٣زٌِْ ثٌَ ثناءح ٝال أؽل ٣ؾبٍجٚ الوسزجْة  
ط٤غ رؾل٣ل عٌ٘, أُ٘طوخ, اُوج٤ِخ, ٓزؼِْ أٝ ؿ٤و ٓزؼِْ ٖٓ اُِـخ اُز٢ ٣َزقلٜٓب ك٢ ٍٝبئَ اُزٞإَ  االعزٔبػ٢؟َٛ رَز:الوقبثل  
رز٤ٔي ثٜب ثؼ٘  الوصطلحبدأُ٘طوخ ا٢ُ ٛٞ ٜٓ٘ب ألٕ ثؼ٘  هصطلحبد ٕؾ٤ؼ ثؼ٘ األؽ٤بٕ رَزط٤غ رؾل٣ل ثؼ٘ الوسزجْة:
ٓ٘بٛن آفوٟ أٓب اُغٌ٘ مًو أٝ أٗض٠ أرٞهغ ٕؼت رؾلك ٖٓ ٝاهغ اٌُالّ عيأُ٘بٛن   
٣ؼ٢٘ ٓب روله رؾلك اُغٌ٘؟ الوقبثل:  
ٕؼت ثٌ ٌٖٓٔ رؾلك أَُزٟٞ اُزؼ٢ٔ٤ِ أُ٘طوخ الٕ ثؼ٘ أُ٘بٛن رقزِق ك٢ ثؼ٘ اُِٜغبد  الوسزجْة:  
اُوج٤ِخ؟ الوقبثل:  
بئَ رَزط٤غ ٖٓ اُِٜغخ  ٝأٌُِبد ر٤ٔي ثؼ٘ اُوج الوسزجْة:  
ك٢ ٍٝبئَ اُزٞإَ االعزٔبػ٢ َٛ ٣ظٜو اُ٘بً ٓله٤ًٖ أٝ ؿ٤و ٓله٤ًٖ ٣ٞٛبرْٜ ؟الوقبثل:  
ؿ٤و ٓلهى ػٖ ا٣ٚبػ ٣ٞٛزٚ  الوسزجْة:  
ُٔبما ٣َزقلّ اٍْ هللا ك٢ اُطِت أٝ اَُإاٍ ٝاالػزناه ك٢ أُغزٔغ اَُؼٞك١؟الوقبثل:  




َٛ رؼزول٣ٖ إٔ اُ٘بً ك٢ ٍٝبئَ اُزٞإَ االعزٔبػ٢ أًضو ٝ أهَ رٜنة ٖٓ اُزٞإَ ٝعٜب  ُٞعٚ؟الوقبثل:  
ثواؽزٚ ٝعٜب  ُٞعٚ اُٞاؽل ٣ٌٕٞ ٓإكة أًضو اُقلٓخ اإلٌُزو٤ٗٝخ عؼِذ اُٞاؽل ٣زٌِْ  الوسزجْة:  
اَُجت ٝعٜب  ُٞعٚ ٓإكة؟  الوقبثل:  
ُٜب ألٕ أٍِٞة اُؾٞاه  الخبطئ ألٕ اُْقٔ أٓبٓٚ ألٕ ُـخ اُغَل رقلق ّلح اُـٚت أؽ٤بٗب  ٝأؽ٤بٗب  أًضو أُْبًَ اُلْٜ  الوسزجْة:
 ٣قزِق ٝاُْقٔ أٓبٓي ٣ْٞكي ٝرْٞكٚ 
أٝ أُ٘طوخ أٝ اُوج٤ِخ ؟ٌٖٓٔ رؼط٢٘٤ ًِٔبد ٜٓنثخ أٝ ؿ٤و ٜٓنثخ ًٔضبٍ ث٤ٖ ُِْجبة الوقبثل:  
أُٜنثخ ًض٤وح ٓضال  ثبهى هللا ك٤ي , عي٣ذ ف٤وا  , ال ٛ٘ذ ٣بػ٢ٗٞ٤, رَِْ ٢ُ ٣ب ؽج٤ج٢ أٓب ؿ٤و أُٜنثخ رزلاٍٝ أؽ٤بٗب  ث٤ٖ  الوسزجْة:
بفوٝٗن ٣ب صب٤ٗٚ( ٣ؼ٢٘ ثؼ٘ أُٖطِؾبد  ٗزٌِْ ثٖواؽٚ)ٜٜٜٛٚ( رْج٤ٚ ثبَُ٘بء ٝثبُغٌ٘ اُضبُش ٝك٤ٚ ًِٔبد ٣بف٤٘ش 10٣اُْجبة )
  ُبلوصطلحبدهؾجٚ ٣ب ٤٘ٓٞى ٖٓ 
ك٢ رؼج٤وى ٓب٢ٛ اُِـخ اُز٢ ٣َزقلٜٓب اُ٘بً رغبٙ اُوئ٤ٌ االٓو٢ٌ٣ روآت؟الوقبثل:  
ُألٓبٗخ أ٣بّ رو٤ّؾٚ ًبٕ اُْؼت ؿٚجبٕ ًض٤و ػ٠ِ روآت ألٗٚ ًبٕ ٣زؾلس ًض٤و ػٖ االٍالّ ٝا٤َُِٖٔٔ ًٝبٗٞا ٣زٜغٕٔٞ  الوسزجْة:
اُز٢ ٕلهد ػ٘ٚ ٣ّٞ رو٤ّؾٚ  الزصشٗحبدٝأِٛٚ ٝث٘زٚ ًٝبٕ رٜغْ ًض٤و هكد كؼَ ؿبٙجٚ ػ٠ِ أٍبً  خثزٗئ ثوصطلحبد ًض٤و ػ٤ِٚ  
ا٣ِ أٌُِبد؟  الوقبثل:  
٣ؼ٢٘ ٕٝلٚ ثبُْنٝم اُغ٢َ٘ ٣بف٤٘ش ٣بعواه اثٖ ًِت ّوٓٞٛ اثٖ اُوؾجخ  الوسزجْة:  
االٕ رـ٤ود اُ٘ظوح رغبٛٚ؟ الوقبثل:  
فلذ ه٤ِال  ٝثؼل اُزٖو٣ؾبد االف٤و ٝى٣بهرٚ اَُؼٞك٣خ  الوسزجْة:  
هللا ٣ؼط٤ي اُؼبك٤خ الوقبثل:  
هللا ٣ؼبك٤ي ٣بؽج٤ج٢ الوسزجْة:  
General Description 




Participant Age: 27 Region: East End Time: 01:57:24 AM Method: Skype 
 
I: Peace be upon you. 
P 9: Peace be upon you too. 
I: Form which region? 
P 9: East  
I: How old are you? 
P 9: 27 years  
I: Which expression do you use more for apologising in your communication on Social 
media? 
P 9: Normally for apologising, we use words such as- ‗forgive me my dearest, I couldn‘t 
answer your call. I was so busy‘. [He used word ‗waayed‘ meaning ‗so or more‘. This word is 
specifically used in the east region]. 
I: Which expression do you use more for requesting/ asking for in your communication on 
Social media? 
P 9: For requesting, normally on whatsApp or Twitter by polite way- ‗If possible, my 
dearest…..‘ The word ‗my dearest‘ is used more. 




P 9: The males more. 
I: Why? 
P 9: The female normally like to be anonymous based on the culture of community and has 
space to speak and express what she thinks.   
I:  Do you think people who use nicknames are more polite/impolite than those who use real 
name? 
P 9: Normally, people using nicknames are less polite because they are anonymous identities 
and they can speak more impolite words also no one can punish them. 
I: Is it possible to identify gender, region, tribe, educational background of a person from 
his/her language used on social media? 
P 9: Right. Sometimes you can identify some of words belonging to the region and some 
words used in specific region but the gender is more difficult.  
I: You mean difficult to identify the gender?  
P 9: Yes, difficult. But to identify if educated or uneducated and from which region etc. is 
easy as each region has specific dialect.   
I: Tribe?  
P 9: You can identify through dialect and specific words because each tribe has specific 
words. 
I: Do people show such various identities consciously or unconsciously?   
P 9: I think unconsciously.  
I: What does invoking name of God for requesting, asking and apologizing reflect/show in 
Saudi Arabian society? 
P 9: Religious belief, customs and traditions but the important thing is religion and related to 
God also relying on God. 
I: Do you think that people on social media are more polite/impolite than they are in real life 
communication? 
P 9: In face to face communication, people are more polite. But, the social media made the 
people free to speak anything.   
I: The reason face to face is polite? 
P 9: Because the person is front of you and being impolite may create problems and 
misunderstandings because of rules of society and religion.  
I: Can you give me polite/impolite words regarding to your gender, region and tribe? 
P 9: The polite words many- such as ‗God bless you‘, ‗God give you the best‘, ‗ God never 
insult my eyes‘ and ‗God save my dearest‘ while impolite words among the youths (10 
seconds)- I mean some bad words I can speak free (laugh) such as- likening to women or 
transgender, ‗effeminate‘, ‗fucked‘, ‗prostitute‘ and ‗fucked‘.  
I: From your experiences, what kind of language do people use while talking about the new 
US president, Donald Trump? 
P 9: Honestly, during election days people were angrier from Trump because he spoke more 
about the Islam and Muslims and they used to insult him  by using impolite words about him, 
his wife and his daughter. [He used word ‗Ahlah‘ meaning ‗his wife‘. This word is common in 
Saudi culture].  
I 9: What are the words? 
P 9:  They described him as ‗homosexual‘, ‗effeminate‘, ‗dealer for prostitution‘, ‗son of dog‘, 
‗fucking‘ and ‗son of a bitch‘.  




P 9: a little after his last speech and visit to Saudi Arabia. 
I:  May God give you good health. 
P 9:  God give you a good health my dearest.  
 
General Description 




Participant Age: 29 Region: South End Time: 01:24:23AM Method: Skype 
 
: اَُالّ ػ٤ٌِْ الوقبثل  
: ٝػ٤ٌِْ اَُالّ اٛال ٍٜٝال ك٤ي الوسزجْة  
: اُؼٔو ُٞ ٍٔؾز٢ الوقبثل  
  22: اُؼٔو الوسزجْة
اُؼٔو ًِٚ ٣ب هةالوقبثل:   
: هللا ٣َِٔي الوسزجْة  
: أُ٘طوخ الوقبثل   
: أُ٘طوخ اُغ٘ٞث٤خ الوسزجْة  
  االجزوبعٖ ّجٌبد اُزٞإَ: افز٢ ٝك١ اٍأُي ًْ ٍإاٍ ػٖ الوقبثل 
: رل٢ِٚ ؽج٤جز٢ الوسزجْة  
: ٓب٢ٛ أٌُِبد اُز٢ رَزقل٤ٜٓ٘ب ك٢ االػزناه ك٢ اُزٞإَ االعزٔبػ٢؟الوقبثل  
صب٤ٗخ(. 2: أٌُِبد اُؼب٤ٓخ اُؼبك٣خ ٣ؼ٢٘   ٓباااا)الوسزجْة  
: أٌُِبد اُغ٘ٞث٤خ الوقبثل   
اااااا : ا٤٤٣ٚ ؽ٤بى هللا اٛال ٍٜٝال  ااااا اهؽج٢الوسزجْة  
: ٛنا روؽ٤ت ٗو٣ل اػزناهالوقبثل   
: ٤ًق الوسزجْة  
: االػزناه االػزناه الوقبثل  
صب٤ٗٚ(  2صب٤ٗخ( ٣ؼ٢٘ كل٣زي اٍلٚ ) 4صب٤ٗخ( ااا اػنه٢ٗٝ عؼ٢ِ٘ كلٝٙ اااا ) 2صب٤ٗخ ( ٓضال  اػزناه ٖٓ اؽل ااا ) 3: االػزناه )الوسزجْة
فبٓ ٣ؼ٢٘ ثٌ اًضوٛب ًِٔبد ٓزوبهثٚ ٓغ ع٤ٔغ أُ٘بٛن  ٣ؼ٢٘ ٓبك٤ٚ اػزناه ثبُِٜغخ اُغ٘ٞث٤خ ٣ؼ٢٘ ثٌَْ   
: اًضو ًِٔٚ رَزقلّ ثبُغ٘ٞةالوقبثل  
: ٤ًق الوسزجْة  
٤ٔ٣ي ًِٔبد أَٛ اُغ٘ٞة ك٢ االػزناه شٖء: أًضوالوقبثل  
: ك٢ االػزناهالوسزجْة  
: ا٣ٞٙالوقبثل  
زناه ثبُِٜغخ اُغ٘ٞث٤خ صب٤ٗخ (  اػنه٢٘٣ اٍلٚ ٓب ك٤ٚ ػ٘لٗب ًِٔٚ فبٕٚ ثبالػ 5: ؽج٤جز٢)الوسزجْة  
: ٓب٢ٛ أٌُِبد اُز٢ رَزقل٤ٜٓ٘ب ك٢ اُطِت اٝ اَُإاٍ ك٢ اُزٞإَ االعزٔبػ٢؟  الوقبثل   
: ُِطِت أٝ اَُإاٍ؟الوسزجْة  
: ٗؼْالوقبثل  
  شٖء: ااا ُٖٔ اِٛت أؽل ٓضال  فلٓخ  اٝ ا١ الوسزجْة
: ٗؼْ الوقبثل  
: اااا ػبك١ ٣ؼ٢٘, ٌٖٓٔ, ثؼل امٗي, اما ٌٖٓٔ, ػي٣ير٢ اٝ األؿ اُلبَٙ اٝ األٍزبم اما ٌٖٓٔ اما ػ٘لى آٌب٤ٗٚ رقل٢٘ٓ الوسزجْة
صب٤ٗخ( إًٞ ُي ّبًوٙ  3ثبُٔٞٙٞع اُلال٢ٗ )  
: ٗؼْ الوقبثل  
اُلاهعخ  ثبأللفبظ ُلبظ  اًضوٗب ٣زٌِْ: روو٣جب روٟ  اؽ٘ب ك٢ اُزٞإَ االعزٔبػ٢ ك٢ ثوآظ اُزٞإَ االعزٔبػ٢ ُٖٔ ٗزٌِْ ثب االوسزجْة 
اال ُٔب ٌٕٗٞ ٓغ ػٞا٣ِ٘ب اٝ ٕل٣وز٘ب ْٓٔٔ ٣ؼ٢٘ ثبُؾ٤بٙ  شٖء ك٢ أٌُِٔخ ًِٜب ٣ؼ٢٘ اُِٜغخ اُؼب٤ٓخ ك٢ اُغ٘ٞة ٓب ٗزَزقلٜٓب اًضو
٤ٚ ًِٔٚ ٓؾلكٙ  ٣ؼ٢٘ ٗلٌ صب٤ٗخ( ٝهللا ّٞك٢ ٓبااك٢ ٜٜٜٜٛٚ ٓبك 5اُطج٤ؼ٤خ , ٣ؼ٢٘ اٗز٢ رجـ٤ٖ أُٖطِؾبد اُغ٘ٞث٤خ , ٝهللا ؽج٤جز٢ )
 ا٢ُْ 
: ٗوٝػ ٢ُِ ثؼلٙ الوقبثل  




: ٖٓ ٣َزقلّ اًضو االٍْ أَُزؼبه اُوعبٍ اّ اَُ٘بء؟ ُٝٔبما؟الوقبثل  
: ارٞهغ اًضو ٢ّء اَُ٘بء ٣ؼ٢٘ اُوعبٍ ٌٖٓٔ ػ٘لٙ ؽَبث٤ٖ ,ؽَبة ثبٍٔٚ اُؾو٤و٢ ٝؽَبة ثبٍْ َٓزؼبه, ٝأُوأح اًضو ٢ّء الوسزجْة
قلّ اٍْ َٓزؼبه , ٣ؼ٢٘ ٌٖٓٔ الٜٗب ٓب رؾت ٣ٌٕٞ اٌَُ ػبهف ٢ٛ ٤ٖٓ ثبُٚجٜ ٝث٘ذ ٤ٖٓ , رؼوك٤ٖ ػ٘لٗب ٛ٘ب اُؼبكاد ٝاُزوب٤ُل رَز
ػْبٕ ٍجت ٓؼ٤ٖ ال ٌٖٓٔ ا٢ٗ اظٜو اعَٔ ٓبػ٘ل١  ٝاكَٚ ٓبػ٘ل١ ك٢ ٍٝبئَ  شخص٘زٌب٣ؼ٢٘ ا٤ّبء ًض٤وٙ ؽُٞ٘ب ٗؾبٍٝ اٗب ٓٞ ٗقل٢ 
َٓزؼبه , ثٌ ٛٞ ػِْبٕ ٌٖٓٔ ٓب ٝك١ اؽل ٣ؼوف ّق٤ٖز٢ إ إًٞ اٝ ث٘ذ ٤ٖٓ  إًٞ , ػ٘لٗب ٛ٘ب اُزٞإَ االعزٔبػ٢ رؾذ اٍْ 
اُٞٙغ ٣قزِق , ٌٖٝٓٔ ا٢ٗ اؽٜ  هٓي أل٢ٍٔ  ثٌ ٣ٌٕٞ هو٣ت ٖٓ أ٢ٍٔ  ثٌ اٝٙؼ ٖٓ إًٞ اٗب ثبُٚجٜ  ال اًضو ٢ّ  الوشأح
 اَُ٘بء.
ًضو ٖٓ اُوعبٍ؟ اَُ٘بء ٣ؾطٕٞ أٍبء َٓزؼبهٙ ا سأٗل: اَُجت ثٞعٜخ الوقبثل  
ػ٘لٗب ٕؼجٚ اٜٗب رظٜو ّق٤ٖزٜب األٍب٤ٍخ اما ًبٗذ ٓبٛٞ ك٢ اٌَُ ٌٖٓٔ رٌٕٞ ّق٤ٖخ ٓؼوٝكٚ اٝ الوشأح : ٝهللا ؽج٤جز٢ الوسزجْة
كًزٞهٙ رظٜو ّق٤ٖزٜب اٝ ػ٘لٛب ْٓبه٣غ اًضوْٛ ى١ ًنا رظٜو ّق٤ٖزٜب ثٌ ا٢ُ رٌٕٞ ػ٘لٛب ؽَبة رٞإَ اٝ ثزٌٕٞ ٓبػ٘لٛب 
ٝع.ٛلف ٓؼ٤ٖ اٝ ْٓو  
: ٣ؼ٢٘ ا٢ُ كافِٚ ُِز٤َِٚالوقبثل  
: ا٣ٚ رؾطٚ َٓزؼبه الوسزجْة  
: اَُجت؟الوقبثل  
اٝ رؼوك٤ٖ ٍٝبئَ اُزٞإَ االعزٔبػ٢ ك٤ٜب ف٤ِٜ  ا٣ٌٌُٞ اَُِج٢  لسْء  رعشضذصب٤ٗخ(  2: اُ٘ظوح االعزٔبػ٤خ  اٝ ُٞ)الوسزجْة
 ٝاأل٣غبث٢  ٝ ٌٖٓٔ رزؼوٗ َُِج٤بد ٓبرٌٕٞ اٝ ٓب رجـ٠ رٌٕٞ ٓؼوٝكٚ ّق٤ٖزٜب ٢ٛ ٤ٖٓ ثبُٚجٜ . 
؟ ُٔبما؟  ٖٓ اُن٣ٖ ٣َزقلٕٓٞ أٍبئْٜ اُؾو٤و٤خ  رِزٗجب اٝ اهَ رِزٗجباُن٣ٖ ٣َزقلٕٓٞ أٍبئْٜ أَُزؼبهٙ  اًضو  ثشأٗل: الوقبثل  
, ٝهللا ّٞك٢ ثبأللفبظ الٌبث٘خ: ٛجؼب اُن١ ٣َزقلّ أٍٚ اُؾو٤و٢ َٓزؾ٤َ اًضوْٛ اًضوْٛ  اٝ ٗبكها ٓب اؽلْٛ ٣زؼلٟ اٝ ٣زٌِْ الوسزجْة
ؽج٤جز٢ ك٤ٚ ًنا ًٝنا ٌٖٓٔ ػ٘لى اؽل ػ٘لٙ أٍٚ اُؾو٤و٢ ٓبػ٘لٙ ٌِْٓٚ ٝٛنا ٗبكها  ٗبكها  ٌٖٓٔ ٤ٖ٣و ثٌ اؿِت أؿِت  اُن٣ٖ 
٣ٝوُٕٞٞ ًِٔبد  ٗزجشؤّى ٓؼ٤٘ٚ ٓب اكه١ ا٣ِ ٌِْٓزْٜ  ٝاؿِجْٜ ثٖواؽٚ ث٘ئبدٕ أٍبء َٓزؼبهٙ  ٖٓ أُواٛو٤ٖ ٖٓ ك٤ٚ ٣َزقلٓٞ
ُألٍق فبهعٚ ػٖ األكة ٝػٖ األؽزواّ ٝػٖ اُنٝم اُؼبّ. ثبأللفبظٗبث٤خ ٣ٜٝيؤٕٝ  ٣ٝزِلظٕٞ   
: ٓبٛٞ اَُجت ثوئ٤ي؟الوقبثل  
٣وعغ ُِج٤ئٚ ا٢ُ ػب٣ِ ك٤ٜب ٛنا األَٗبٕ ػ٠ِ ٤ًق صوبكزٚ ك٢ ؽ٤برٚ ٤ًق روث٤زٚ اااا ك٢ األٍٝ : ٝهللا ّٞك٢ ك٢ األٍٝ ٝاألف٤و الوسزجْة
ٝاألف٤و ثوٙٞا اُل٣ٖ ٣ؼ٢٘ ٓبك٤ٚ هاكع ك٢٘٣ ٣ؼ٢٘ إًٞ اؽل ٣ؼوك٢٘ اٝ ٓب ٣ؼوك٢٘ اٝ ٣ؼوف ّق٤ٖز٢ اٝ ٓب ٣ؼوكٜب اٝ ثٌٕٞ ػ٠ِ 
 ٗزجشأ ث٢ ٝاٍِٞث٢ ثبُؾ٤بح  ؽز٠ ُٞ ًبٕ رؾذ اٍْ َٓزؼبه ٌُٖ ُألٍق اُجؼ٘اُزوث٤ٚ ا٢ُ ٓزوث٢ ػ٤ِٜب صوبكز٢ اُؼبٓٚ ٝاُزوث٤ٚ  ػ٠ِ اك
اٝ ػْبٕ ٣زٌِْ اُلبظ ٗبث٤خ اٝ  ا٣ِ اَُجت ؟ اَُجت ارٞهغ اُضوبكٚ ٝ اُجئ٤ٚ اُز٢  ِٗضأاُجؼ٘ ؽز٠ ٣طِؼٕٞ اٝ ٣غ٤ت ؽَبة َٓزؼبه ػْبٕ 
 ػبُ ك٤ٜب ٝا٢ُ روث٠ ك٤ٜب ٛنا اًضو ٢ّ.
اٜٗب ؽو٣خ ثبُزٞإَ األعزٔبػ٢ ؟ ثشأٗل: ٣ؼ٢٘ الوقبثل  
ٌٖٓٔ ا١ اؽل ٣زِلع ػ٤ِي اٝ ٣وٍٞ ُي ًالّ ٌٖٓٔ رْز٢ٌ ػ٤ِٚ ٣ٝطِؼٞٗٚ ٣ٝطِؼٕٞ ؽَبثٚ  الح٘ياُؾٔل هللا ٕبه  الح٘ي: ثٌ الوسزجْة
ما ًبٕ ٤ٖٓٝ ٛٞ ٝههٔٚ ًَٝ ٢ّ,  ثٌ ٓبٛٞ ًَ ٝاؽل ٣ج٢ ٣وٝػ ٣ْز٢ٌ ثٌ اًضو اُؼبُْ َٓزؾ٤َ ٣َٕٞٝ ٛنا ا٢ُْ ثٌ ٗبكها  ئال ا
 اُزؼل١ عبه١ ٓؼْٜ.
اٍزقلآْٜ ُألُلبظ اُـ٤و ٜٓنثٚ ٣وعغ ُؾو٣زْٜ ثبُزٞإَ األعزٔبػ٢ اٝ ٓب اؽل ٣وله ٣ؾلك ّق٤ٖزْٜ ؟ ثشأٗل: الوقبثل  
: ثؼْٜٚ ُْٜ اٛلاف  ٣َزوٖلٕٝ ٗبً ٓؼ٤٘٤ٖ ٣ؼ٢٘ اػوف ٛنٙ اُْق٤ٖٚ ك٤ٚ ث٢٘٤ ٝث٤ٜ٘ب ٢ّ ك٢ اُؾ٤بح األعزٔبػ٤خ اٝ ٕبه الوسزجْة
اٝ ٣زٌِْ ػ٤ِٚ ٝثؼْٜٚ ال  ِٗضأٍٓؼٜب ك٢ ٓٞاهغ اُزٞإَ األعزٔبػ٢  ٣زوٖل اٗٚ ٣لفَ ػ٠ِ ؽَبثٚ ثأٍْ َٓزؼبه ػْبٕ ٢ُ ٓٞهق 
ٛنا ٣َٝت ٛنا ٣ٝلفَ ػ٠ِ ٛنا ٣ٝزو٣ن ثٌَْ ٛنا ٣ٝزو٣ن  ِٗضأٍجؾبٕ هللا ثؼْٜٚ ٓب اكه١  ٛنا ا٢ُْ ك٢ كٓٚ اٝ اٍِٞثٚ اٝ ٌٖٓٔ 
اكه١ ٍجؾبٕ هللا ك٤ٚ ًنا  ٝك٤ٚ ٗبً ُْٜ أٛلاف ك٢ ّق٤ٖبد ٓؼ٤٘ٚ ٝك٤ٚ ٗبً ال ػ٠ِ ا١  ثأٍِٞة ٛنا ٣ٝطِغ اُلبظ عبهؽٚ ٣ؼ٢٘ ٓب
. ٢ّ 
اما ًبٕ ٣َزقلّ أٍٚ اُؾو٤و٢ ؟ األلفبظُٞ ؽَٖ ٓٞهق ٣وله ٣وٍٞ  ثشأٗل: الوسزجْة  
ؽز٠ ُٞ ًبٕ ٗوبُ اٝ ٢ّ  : ال ارٞهغ ٣ؾزوّ ٗلَٚ ٣ِٝيّ ؽلٝكٙ اًضو ثٔب إ ٓؼوٝكٚ ّق٤ٖزٚ ٝٛٞ ٤ٖٓ ا٤ًل ث٤ٌٕٞ اًضو ؽوٓ الوقبثل
 ٌٖٓٔ اٗٚ ٣ٚجٜ ٗلَٚ ١ّٞ .
ٖٓ ا١ عٌ٘ ٝ ٓ٘طوخ ٝا١ هج٤ِخ َٝٛ ٓزؼِْ اّ ال ؟ ٗسزخذهِب: َٛ رَزط٤ؼ٤ٖ رؾل٣ل ٣ٞٛخ اُْقٔ ٖٓ فالٍ اُِـخ اُز٢ الوقبثل  
ٝثؼْٜٚ ُالٍق  ٝا٤ِٕٖ   رزفبجئ٘ي: ٓب ارٞهغ الٕ ثؼْٜٚ ٓبّبء هللا ػ٘لْٛ ٛوم ػ٘لْٛ اٍب٤ُت ػ٘لْٛ ا٤ّبء ٓب رزٞهؼ٤ٜ٘ب الوسزجْة
ك٢ ؽَبثبرٚ اٍِٞثٚ اٝ ًالٓٚ  ٓبٛٞ هل َٓزٟٞ رؼ٤ِٔٚ . رزفبجئ٘ي ٓواؽَ ػ٤ِٔخ ًج٤وٙ ٝ  
: اص٘بء اُؾل٣ش ٓغ اُْقٔ ٓب رَزط٤ؼ٤ٖ رؾل٣ل عَ٘ٚ ؟ الوقبثل   
ك٤ٚ ك٤ٚ ثٌ ٗبكه٣ٖ  ارٞهغ : ثؼْٜٚ ٣زقلٕٞ ٣ٌٕٞ ُٝل ٣ٝزقل٠ ثأٗٚ ث٘ذ ٣ٝظٜو اٗٚ ث٘ذ ٝ اُجؼ٘ ث٘بد ٣زقلٕٞ ثأْٜٗ اٝالك الوسزجْة
 اْٜٗ ٗبكه٣ٖ.
؟ اهشأح: اما ؽَٖ ٓٞهق ٓؼي َٛ رَزط٤ؼ٤ٖ رؾل٣ل اُْقٔ هعَ اٝالوقبثل  
: ٖٓ ٗبؽ٤خ األٍِٞة اٝ اٌُزبثٚ ٌٖٓٔ ٣ـِٜ ًنا اٝ ًنا ٓغ اُ٘وبُ ٣ٞٙؼ ؽبعٚ ك٢ األٍِٞة ٌٖٓٔ ثٌ ك٢ اؿِت األٝهبد ٓب الوسزجْة
 ارٞهغ ٌٖٓٔ اُٞاؽل ٣٘قلع ك٤ْٜ .




اُوج٤ِٚ ال ٓب ارٞهغ ٌُٖٝ أُ٘طوخ ٌٖٓٔ كؼال  ثؼْٜٚ رؼوك٤٘ٚ ٖٓ اٍِٞثٚ ك٢ ٛو٣وخ اٌُالّ ٝاٌُزبثٚ ثب )ً( اٝ )ُ( اٝ )ى( كؼال  الوقبثل؟ 
 أُٖطِؾبد ا٣ٚ رٞٙؼ ٖٓ ا١ ٓ٘طوٚ.
ٓلهى اص٘بء ًزبثخ األٍْ أَُزؼبه؟ األٍْ أَُزؼبه ٣لهى اٝ ؿ٤و  ٗسزخذم َٛ رؼزول٣ٖ اُن١الوسزجْة:   
ا٣ٚ ثؼْٜٚ ٣ؾٜ ٓؼ٠٘ ٓؾلك ٝثؼْٜٚ ٣ؾٜ ػ٠ِ اٗٚ ّبػو ٣ؼ٢٘ ٣َزقلٕٓٞ أٍبء ف٤ب٤ُخ , ا٣ٚ ثؼْٜٚ ٣وزجٌ األٍْ ٖٓ ٓٞاٛجٚ  الوقبثل:
 اٝ ّق٤ٖزٚ  اٝ ا٢ُ ك٢ ٗلَٚ ٝثؼْٜٚ ٣ؾطٚ ػْبٕ ٣غنة اًضو ػلك ٖٓ أُزبثؼ٤ٖ .
ُٔبما ٣َزقلّ ُلع اُغالُٚ هللا ك٢ اُطِت اٝ األػزناه ك٢ أُغزٔغ اَُؼٞك١؟  الوقبثل:  
ا٣ٚ كؼال  ٓب اكه١ رؼٞكٗب ػ٠ِ ًنا ٝافنٗبٛب ٖٓ اِٛ٘ب ٝاعلاكٗب ٓٞهٝس كؼال  ى١ ػ٘لٗب اؽ٘ب ٛ٘ب  )هللا ٣طؼ٢٘ ػ٘ي , هللا  الوسزجْة:
ٖ اُؼبكاد ٝاُزوب٤ُل .٣غؼ٢ِ٘ كلٝٙ( ًِٜب ك٤ٜب هللا , ٓب اكه١ ٌٖٓٔ افنٗبٛب ٝهاصٚ  ٓ  
٣ؼ٢٘ ٓبٛٞ ٗبرظ ػٖ اُل٣ٖ ٗلَٚ؟ الوقبثل:  
ال ٣ؼ٢٘ اّٞف اؽ٘ب ػ٘لٗب َٗزقلّ ُلع اُغالُٚ ًض٤و ك٢ ًِٔبر٘ب ًنا ثٌ ٓبٛٞ ًَ ِٓزيّ ٌٖٓٔ   دٌٗ٘ب ال ٓبٛٞ اٌَُ ِٓزيّ الوسزجْة:
ت اُل٢٘٣  ثٌ ٓبٛٞ الىّ إ ٣ٌٕٞ اُْقٔ ِٓزيّ  ٣ٌٕٞ ّقٔ ػبك١ , ٝا٤ًل اُل٣ٖ ًِ٘ب ٗؼجل اُٚ ٝاؽل ًِٝ٘ب ك٢ االٍٝ ٝاألفو اُغبٗ
ٌٖٓٔ ٣ٌٕٞ اَٗبٕ ػبك١ , ال ػبك١ ى١ اؽ٘ب ػ٘لٗب اُلبظ ٓضال) هللا ٣طؼ٢٘ ػ٘ي, هللا ٣غؼِٚ ثوِج٢( ٢ٛ كافِٚ ك٢ أٌُِبد الىّ اؽ٘ب 
بً , ٢ْٔٗ ػ٤ِٚ ك٢ اُلبظ٘ب ٝك٢  ٗوُٜٞب ًنا , ٝاٍزقلاّ ُلع اُغالُٚ ٣ؼزجو ٖٓ اُزٜن٣ت ٝاُل٣ٖ , ٝاُل٣ٖ ك٢ األٍٝ ٝاألف٤و ٛٞ األٍ
 ًِٔبر٘ب ك٢ اٍِٞث٘ب  اًضو ٢ّ.
ٖٓ اُزٞإَ ٝعٜب  ُٞعٚ؟ رِزٗجباٝ اهَ  رِزٗجب َٛ رؼزول٣ٖ إ اُ٘بً ك٢ ٍٝبئَ اُزٞإَ األعزٔبػ٢ اًضو  الوقبثل:  
ُٞعٚ ٣ٌٕٞٗٞ اًضو رٜن٣ت .أ٤ًل ٝعٜب  ُٞعٚ اًضو رٜن٣ت ك٢ ٍٝبئَ اُزٞإَ األعزٔبػ٢ ال ك٤ٚ ٗبً ال  ال , ٝعٜب   الوسزجْة:  
ٓبٛٞ اَُجت؟  الوقبثل:  
ٝهللا ٌٖٓٔ اُْق٤ٖخ رٌٕٞ هلاّ اُٞاؽل ٣ْٝٞف ٤ٖٓ اٗذ ٝاٍِٞثي ٣ٌٕٝٞ ٜٓنة اًضو أٓب ٖٓ فِق اُجوآظ ٓب٣ؼوف ٤ٖٓ  الوسزجْة:
 الججحاألٍِٞة ٝ  الجشأحك٢ أٌُِبد ك٢   ثبأللفبظاٗذ ُٝ رٌٕٞ ُٝ ٝٙؼي  ُٝ صوبكزي ٓب ٣ؼوف , ٝثؼْٜٚ ٣أفنٕٝ هاؽزْٜ 
.١ّٞ 
ٌٖٓٔ رؼط٢٘٤ ًِٔبد ٜٓنثٚ اٝ ؿ٤و ٜٓنثٚ  رؾل٣لا ث٤ٖ اُج٘بد اٝ أُ٘طوخ اٝ اُوج٤ِخ ؟  الوقبثل:  
صب٤ٗخ( ُؾظٚ ٜٜٜٛٚ ٓب رؾٚو٢ٗ اُِؾ٤ٖ ٌٖٓٔ ) كل٣زِ, عؼ٢ِ٘ كلٝرِ, هللا ٣طؼ٢٘ ػِ٘, ثؼٔو١, عؼ٢ِ٘ كلٟ  5ااا) الوسزجْة:
ُل٣ٖ ( ٣ؼ٢٘ ٓضَ ٛن١ األُلبظ , ٝعؼِٚ ثبُق ػبك٤ٚ , ثبُؼبك٤ٚ.هعُِٞ ٛن١ اًضو ٢ّ ٓب ٗوُٜٞب اال ُِٞا  
اُز٢ ٣َزقلٜٓب اُ٘بً رغبٙ اُوئ٤ٌ األٓو٢ٌ٣ روآت؟ الزعج٘شادٓب٢ٛ  الوقبثل:  
ااااا ٣ؼ٢٘ أُغزٔغ ٤ًق الوسزجْة:  
ٗؼْ الوقبثل:   
 ٣زٌِْ ػٖ اُوئ٤ٌ األٓو٢ٌ٣ روآت؟ 
صب٤ٗٚ( ٓب ٣ؾٚو٢ٗ ٓوٙ ًِٔبد ٗبث٤ٚ, ثٌ ٌٖٓٔ هللا 10ٝهللا ّٞك٢ اًضوْٛ ٣ؼ٢٘ ٣زٌِٕٔٞ ثأُلبظ ٗبث٤خ ثبُلػبء ػ٤ِٚ ى١ ًنا ) الوسزجْة:
٣وك ٤ًلٙ ك٢ ٗؾوٙ ٜٜٜٜٛٚ ٛن١ ػ٘لٗب ك٢ اُغ٘ٞة ٜٜٜٛٚ هللا ٣ٌلبٗب ّوٙ , هللا ٣غؼَ ٓبٝهاٙ كٝٗٚ ٣ؼ٢٘ ى١ ًِٔبد ًنا ٝاٗب اّٞف ا٢ٓ 
٤ٜب.رَزقلٜٓب  هللا ٣ؼبك  
هللا ٣ؼط٤ي اُؼبك٤ٚ الوقبثل:  






Female Date: 31/03/2017 Start 
Time: 
01 AM  Place Australia 
P:
9 
Participant Age: 29 Region: South End Time: 01:24:23AM Method: Skype 
 
 
I: Peace be with you. 
P 1: Peace be with you too. Welcome 
I: Can you tell me your age please? 
P 1: I‘m 29 
I: Complete 29? Wish everyone is 29 O God. 
P 1: God bless you. 
I: Which region of Saudi Arabia do you come from? 
P 1: South region. 




P 1: You are welcome dear. 
I: Which expression do you use more for apologising in your communication on Social 
media?  
P 1: Do you mean general words? Which one? (Thinks). 
I: The south region words. 
P 1: Yes. Words like- ‗May God preserve your life‟, and ‗welcome‟ (Erhaby meaning 
‗welcome‟ is used only in south region). 
I: These are words for ‗welcoming‟ someone. I was asking you about apologising. 
P 1: How? 
I: Apologising, apologising. 
P 1: Apologising? (thinks) for example, apologising someone? (thinks). ‗Forgive me for 
making fool‟. (thinks) means regret? You know, we do not have any specific words for 
apologising in southern dialect. They are similar to words for apologising in other regions. 
I: Are there any other words used only in southern region? 
P 1: How? 
I: I mean special words for apologising which are used in southern region only. 
P 1:  For apologising? 
I: yes 
P 1: My dear, please forgive me. I‘m sorry, but we don‘t have any specific words for 
apologising in southern region dialect. 
I: Which expression do you use more for requesting/ asking in your communication on Social 
media? 
P 1: For asking or question? 
I: Yes  
P 1: When I ask someone for example service or anything else? 
I: Yes 
P 1: Common words, like- ‗Is it possible to?‟ „Excuse me, If possible, dear sister or Nobel 
brother or master‟, ‗is it possible‟, or ‗is there any chance/way to help me in this subject 
matter?‟ „I will be highly thankful‟. 
I: Yes 
P 1: You see, we are living in age of social media. And in social networking sites, we speak 
using common language spoken by most of us in the kingdom. We use the southern region 
dialect with our family or friends in normal life. I mean you need words and terminology used 
in southern region? By God, my dear, By God, you see, we don‘t have. I mean specific words. 
Just common words. 
I: Let us move to another question. 
P 1: Go ahead. 
I: Who uses real name / nickname on Social Media? Male/ Female? Why? And do people 
with real names / nicknames on Social Media are more polite/impolite? Why do you think so? 
P 1: I expect the females to use nicknames. Maybe males have two accounts. The first one 
uses real name and second uses nickname. But, females use nickname more because she 
doesn‘t like everyone to know who she is and as she is a girl, you know we have our customs, 
traditions and many more things. Therefore, I can express most with the nickname on social 





Sometimes, maybe I use some codes related to my name and other background but, using real 
name-no way.  
I: What is the reason from your point of view that the females use nicknames more than 
males?  
P 1: By God, you see my sister, being a female it is highly difficult to show her real identity 
online here. It may be possible to show real identity if only a female is famous doctor or social 
personality or has some special project. Without these, a female cannot use her real identity on 
social media. 
I: So you mean you use nickname for entertainment purpose then? 
P 1: Yes, use nickname.  
I: What is the reason? 
P 1: Social perceptions or you may be exposed to abuse or you may become vulnerable to 
abuse as you know the social media has both positive and negative implications. And if she 
becomes vulnerable to negative things on social media, so she does not want anyone to know 
her exact identity. 
I: Do you think people who use nicknames are more polite/impolite than those who use real 
name? Why? 
P 1: Of course, people using real name are more polite and it is almost impossible for them to 
be impolite except very rarely some of them may use foul words. But by God, you see my 
dear, it‘s very rare to find someone with real name and using foul words but most of them are 
using nickname from teenager to people with specific nature. I don‘t know what their problem 
is but most of them speak foul words, ridicule others and speak impolite words without any 
respect or any care. 
I: What is the reason for this from your point of view? 
P 1: By God, you see, first and foremost, it implies the environment that they are living in and 
what kind of atmosphere in which a person is growing up. And also depends upon his /her 
following or not following his/her religion. If a person follows his/her religion, it can work as 
a deterrent to stop such kind of behaviours but these people don‘t care about their religion.  A 
religion sets forward certain guidelines about behaving in appropriate ways but these people 
use nicknames to ridicule others, speak foul words. I don‘t know why? The reason for this, my 
interpretation is that the culture and environment in which these people are growing up. 
I: You mean there is a lot of freedom on social media for expressing yourself?  
P 1: Just be polite and soft. And thanks to God, now it has become possible to check such 
people. If anyone uses foul words, we can check his/her account, where he/she is from with a 
complaint to police. However, not many people opt for this and that is why, this problem is so 
common online. 
I: Do you think using impolite words is due to more freedom one gets on social media or due 
to the fact that no one can identify their identities? 
P 1: Some of them have specific goals and they target specific people. For example, when you 
know this person and you have a problem with him/her, you go to his/her account on social 
media by using nickname to ridicule or insult him/her.  Glory be to God, also some of them I 
don‘t know what their problem is. May be this problem is in their blood and life to ridicule, 
insult, swear, mock and use foul words for others and this lives and departs with them only. It 
waits in their styles. And Glory be to God, I don‘t know why these people are like that. May 





I: Do you think it is possible that someone uses foul words with real name? 
P 1: No I don‘t think so. A person respects himself/herself as he/she appears online with real 
identity and that is why he/she will be very careful and control himself/herself. 
I: Is it possible to identify gender, region, tribe, educational background of a person from 
his/her language used on social media? And do people show such various identities 
consciously or unconsciously?   
P 1: I don‘t think so. Because, Glory be to God, most of them have such a subtle ways and 
many things to hide their identities that you just can‘t expect it. Also, some of them have high 
education and you get surprised when you see his/her account in social media and his/her style 
of speech which does not suit with his/her education. 
I: During the communication, can you identify the person‟s gender? 
P 1: You know some of them hide their real gender. For example, he is a man but uses female 
name and appears as a female online and also females use male names though it comparatively 
rare.  
I: If this happens with someone, can one identify if the user is male or female? 
P 1: Through his/her style of writing we can identity it as he/she would make mistake during 
discussion and we can identify real gender of the user that is why most of the time I don‘t 
think maybe one will get fooled by such people.    
I: Can we identify tribe or region?  
P 1: Tribe, I don‘t think so. But, region, maybe. Really most of them, you can easily identify 
through their writing style of words and style of his/her structure of writing, for example use 
of ً,ُ orى.[Arabic letters similar to /s/, /ts/, and /k/] Also, through the use of some specific 
idioms, yes, you can identity the region. 
I: Do people show such various identities consciously or unconsciously?   
P 1: Yes, some of them use consciously. For example, people like a poet who feel and some 
of them use to attract more followers. 
I: What does invoking name of God for requesting, asking and apologizing reflect/show in 
Saudi Arabian society? 
P 1: Yes, really we are used to this. This is our custom. We observe and learn this from our 
parents and grandparents and elders and continue to use it. Like the expressions- God protect 
you from evil eyes, God give me your illness- all such expressions are with the name of God. 
Why? I don‘t know exactly. May be we continue to use it as the legacy of our customs and 
traditions. 
I: It is not the result of religion?   
P 1: It is not used only by pious or religious people only. Any ordinary, common people uses 
name of God in almost everything in their life.  And, surely, we have one God and the same 
God and first and foremost the same religion but is not necessary that such expressions are 
used only by religious or pious people. But such expressions like- God give me your illness, 
God make it in my heart- are always in most of our daily interaction and speech. Also such use 
makes speech more polite and religious so we use it as we follow the same religion and same 
style of speech. 
I: Do you think that people on social media are more polite/impolite than they are in real life 
communication? Why do you think so? Can you tell me some polite/impolite 
words/expressions which are specific only to your gender, region, and tribe? 





I:  What is the reason? 
P 1: By God, this may be because the person you are talking to is in front of you and he/she 
watches you and knows who you are that is why becomes more polite than in your absence 
such as on social media and where people don‘t know who you are, what is your situation and 
what is your culture, also some of them feel free in social media and talk what he/she wants to 
talk. They are free and take comfort in such ways what we call it in classical Arabic ‗proud of 
themselves‟. 
I: Can you give me some polite/impolite words used by females in your region and your tribe?  
P 1: Just a moment. (thinks), I don‘t remember them now. May be, ‗can you give that to me if 
possible‟, ‗God give me your sickness‟, ‗God give you my age‟. These are mostly used for our 
parents. These words are used for intensifying your feelings for your listener and make your 
speech much better. 
I: From your experiences, what kind of language do people use while talking about the new 
US president, Donald Trump? 
P 1: Do you mean what society talks about Donald Trump? 
I: Yes 
P 1: By God, you see, people use so many bad words while talking about him and even curse 
him. I don‘t have now those foul words. But maybe ‗God will return his plan in his own 
throat‟.  This is in south region. ‗May God protect us from his evils‟ and ‗may God return his 
bad intensions to him‟, like that. 
I: God give you good health. 
P 1: God give you too good health. You honoured me. It was, Glory be to God, nice interview. 
















Appendix J: Glossary of Polite Expressions and Regional/Tribal Words Useful for visitors 
to KSA 
 
One of the objectives of the research was to prepare a glossary of polite / impolite expressions, 
words which are specific in each region and tribes which form part of their identity. This 
glossary can be very useful for foreign firms, new immigrants or Muslims from the Western 
Society, foreign students who want to learn how to communicate with Saudi male-female 
students, new Muslims visiting Saudi Arabia to perform Hajj/Umrah, translators/interpreters, 
people connected with media, immigrants, salespeople from overseas firms or visitors to 
understand how to communicate regionally, culturally and locally appropriately.  
Glossary of Polite expressions 
1 Polite expressions 
to be used with 
young boys 
 ‘O sister, Y‘a alhabyab (O /٣ب ؽج٤ج٢  ,My dearest, O brother /٣باُـب٢ُ
nice man), ٣ب اُط٤ت /Y‘a altayab (O‘ nice man), ِ٣ب ٝؽ/Y‘a wahash 
(O‘ monster) or Any expression used with the name of God, 
2 Polite expressions 
to be used with 
young girls 
ر٤َِٖٔ    / My dearest,  brother, sister, Taslamian /٣باُـب٤ُٚ (May you be 
safe)  
Any expression used with the name of God, 
3 Polite expressions 
to be used with Old 
People  
May God give you a good health/  هللا ٣ؼط٤ي اُؼبك٤خ,  May God have 
Marcy upon you and your parents, You are blessing/  ْهللا ٣وؽٔي ٣ٝوؽ
 ٝاُل٣ي 
4 Polite expressions 
to be used with 
Sheikhs  
Y‘a twayal alamar/ ٣ب ٣َٞٛ اُؼٔو (May God give you long life), Y‘a 
fathylat alsheikh/ ٣ب ك٤ِٚخ ا٤ُْـ (O‘ virtue Sheikh)  
5 Polite  expressions 
to be used with 
youths and Old 
People 
(Male/Female) 
- Wa‘shlounak (How are you) ِّٝٞٗي      
- Kayafak (How are you) ٤ًلي             
- A‘ lawamak (How are you) ػِٞٓي       
- Hala balhabyab (How are you) ٛال ثبُؾج٤ت      
- Marhaba (How are you) ٓوؽجب           
- Wa‘shlounak ya alkaal  (How are you uncle) ِّٝٞٗي ٣ب اُقبٍ       
- Wa‘shlounak ya aam (How are you uncle ) ِّٝٞٗي   ٣بُؼْ      
- A‘ kbarak  ya altayab (How are you) أفجبهى ٣بُط٤ت      
- K‘yaaf qayal (How are you) ٤ًق هب٣َ            
- K‘yaaf Allah baak (How are you) ٤ًق هللا ثي     
- Shahalak (How are you)               ّؾبُي      

















 /Athwal /اصٍٞ 
stupid, ٜ٘٣ب ع/  
O‘ wheel,  ٍَط
/Bucket  
 
With close friends   
 
Should not be used in formal 
conversation and with the 
people you are meeting first 
time  
 Insult/اُؼٖ آي 2
your  mother, 
 Insult /اُؼٖ اثٞى
your father, 
اثٖ  ,Dog /ًِت
 Son‘s of /اٌُِت
dog    
Sometime not be used even with 
close friends 

















































Really  ٕظ(Soug) ٕؾ٤ؼ(Sahayah) ٕؾ٤ؼ(Sahayah) ٕؾ٤ؼ(Sahayah) ٕؾ٤ؼ(Sahayah) 
Man لاير(Rayal) َهع(Rajal) َهع(Rajal) َهع(Rajal)  ٍهعب(Rajaal) 





 (Layaish)٤ُِ Ayash /ا٣ِ (Layah)٤ُٚ Ayash /ا٣ِ
Now  ٖاُِؾ٤
(Alahayn) 
ماُؾ٤ٖ  (Alahayn)اُِؾ٤ٖ  (Dahyana)كؽ٤ٖ 
(Thalahayn) 
 (Alahayn)اُِؾ٤ٖ 
More ًض٤و(Kathier) ًز٤و(Kateear) 
 
 
 Hayal /ؽ٤َ (Kathier)ًض٤و (Kathier)ًض٤و
This  ٛنا(Hatha) ٛلا(Hada)  ما (Thea)  ٛنا(Hatha)  ٛنا(Hatha) 
Children  اٝالك(Awlad)  ٙاُجيٝه(Bazwrah)  اٝالك(Awlad)  اٝالك(Awlad)  ٕٝؿلا(Wagdan) 
This  م١(Theaa)  ك١ (Daya)  ما (Thea)  م١(Theaa)  م١ (Theaa) 
Bad man    ٚىالث(Zlabah)  أكـو(Afgar)  
You are 
right 






 Talaqf /رِوق Malqwaf /ِٓوٞف Tdrame / رلهػْ  Laqafah /ُوبكٚ
Old fool ّب٣ت/ Shayab  ٚ٤ّج/ Shayabah ّب٣ت/ Shayab ًَٜ/ Kahal ّب٣ت/ Shayab 
Ability    ٙهل/qdah  
Welcome  ٣بٛال/Yaa 
hala 
 Yaa hala/٣بٛال  Arhab /اهؽت Yaa hala/٣بٛال  Yaa hala/٣بٛال 
Old man ّب٣ت/ Shayab  ٚ٤ّج/ Shayabah ّب٣ت/ Shayab ْاُوؾ/ Alqham ّب٣ت/ Shayab 
I go  اهٝػ/ Arwah  اهٝػ/ Arwah  اهٝػ/ Arwah  اهٝػ/ Arwah اٜٗظ/Anhag 
Look  اٗظو/ 
Anthear 
 Bahar /ثؾو Anthear /اٗظو  Nather/ٗبظو Talee /ٛبُغ
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
